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Instructions

		INSTRUCTIONS



				 Do NOT input values in gray cells. These cells are formula-driven and will automatically update.

				Exhibit 22-R ATP Non-Infrastructure Project Work Plan

				1.		Date: Insert today's date

				2.		Project Number: Leave blank for ATP Cycle 2 solicitation

				3a.		Project location(s): List all locations that this project will target. Use a separate line for each location (3a, 3b, 3c, etc). 
(Example location: City of Sata Ana -  Mt. Vernon Elementary School)

				3b.		Provide other project location; if applicable

				3c.		Provide other project location; if applicable

				4.		Project Description: Provide brief project description.
(Exp: Conduct bicycle and pedestrian safety education, encouragement and traffic safety enforcement near schools.)





				Task Details

				Tasks are primary elements of a project. 
Provide a "Task Detail" table for each.  (Task A, Task B, Task C, etc.) 

				5a.		Task Name: Provide name of Task 

				5b.		Task Summary: Provide a brief Task description for the various components to be completed in your project.

				5c.		Schedule: Start Date and  End Date: Provide a start and end date for each Task. (Month - Year)



				Activities and Deliverables

				List all associated Activities for each task and all corresponding deliverables for each activity.

				6a.		Activities: List all activities that will be completed in each Task. 

				6b.		Deliverables: List all of the corresponding deliverables for each activity listed.



				Staff Costs

				7a.		Staff Title: List all agency staff title/position(s) and any consultants that will work on this task. 
(Example: Party 1 - Program Manager). Comsultants do not have to identify the staff positions. For each consultant listed include an identifier to distinguish the work that the consultant will perform. 
(Example: Part 2 - Consultant: Bike Safety Training)

				7b.		Staff Hours: Provide the total number of estimated hours for each party listed.

				7c.		Rate Per Hour: Provide the rate per hour of each party listed.
If using a Consultant to perform the work, list the estimated Consultant cost.

				7d.		Subtotal Staff Costs: Leave Blank - The total Staff Cost is automatically calculated.

				7e.		Indirect Cost: Provide Indirect Cost. 
Agencies should have an approved Indirect Cost Allocation Plan (ICAP) agreement with Caltrans. 
Local agencies without an approved ICAP may request the approval of a “provisional ICAP rate” from the Caltrans Audits and Investigations (A&I) unit.  Upon receiving an Acceptance Letter from Caltrans A&I, the local agencies will be allowed to invoice for their indirect costs using this “provisional rate” until A&I has completed the review of the local agencies ICAP proposal.  

				7f.		Total Staff Cost: Leave Blank - This is automatically calculated from Other Cost information provided.



				Task Notes

				8.		Task Notes: Provide any additional information that will clarify the work to be conducted under this task.
Describe the who, what, when and where of your project. Attach an additional sheet if needed.



				Other Costs

				You must click the link provided to direct you to the Itemized Other Costs section.
Note: An itemized cost estimate for each of the following categories, if applicable, must be provided.  

				The totals for each "Other Costs" category listed below will automatically calculate from information entered in the itemized other costs section:

				9a.		Travel: Total cost of Travel; if applicable

				9b.		Equipment: Total cost of Equipment(s); if applicable

				9c.		Supplies/Materials: Total cost of Supplies/Materials; if applicable

				9d.		Incentives: Total cost of Incentives; if applicable.

				9e.		Other Direct Costs: Additional other direct costs; if applicable

				9f.		Provide any additional Other Direct Costs; if applicable 

				9g.		Total Other Costs: Leave Blank - This is automatically calculated from Other Cost information provided.



				Task Grand Total

				10.		Task Grand Total: Leave Blank - This is automatically calculated from the information provided under this task.
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Exhibit 22-R

		Exhibit 22-R ATP Non-Infrastructure Project Work Plan 

		Fill in the following items:

		Date: (1) 		15-Jun-16

		Project Number: (2)		Sunnyvale Safe Route to School Improvements

		Project Location(s): (3a)		Bishop Elementary School in Sunnyvale Elementary School District, City of Sunnyvale, Santa Clara County

		" "              (3b)

		" "              (3c)

		Project Description: (4) 		Create a Walk & Roll map and start a Walking School Bus program







		Enter information in each Task Tab, as it applies (Task A, Task B, Task C, Task C, etc.)



		For Department use only
You will not be able to fill in the following items. Items will auto-populate once you've entered all "Task" tabs that applies:

		Task Summary:

		Click the links below 
to navigate to 
"Task Details" tabs:

		Task 		Task Name								Start Date		End Date		Cost

		Task "A"		Walk & Roll Map Development								Jul-2019		Sep-2019		$   3,985.00

		Task "B"		Walking School Bus Program								Apr-2020		Oct-2020		$   4,235.00

		Task "C"														$   - 0

		Task "D"														$   - 0

		Task "E"														$   - 0

		Task "F"														$   - 0

		Task "G"														$   - 0

		Task "H"														$   - 0

		Task "I"														$   - 0

		Task "J"												 		$   - 0

														GRAND TOTAL		$   8,220.00
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Setting Our Sights
Developing a long-range land use and transporta-
tion plan for California’s second-largest metropolitan 
region, covering about 7,000 square miles across 
nine Bay Area counties, is no simple task. We 
set our sights on this challenge by emphasizing 
an open, inclusive public outreach process and 
adopting objective performance standards based 
on federal and state requirements to measure our 
progress during the planning process.


Reaching Out
We reached out to the people who matter most 
— the 7 million people who live in the region. 
Thousands of people participated in stakeholder 
sessions, public workshops, telephone and inter-
net surveys, and more. Befitting the Bay Area, the 
public outreach process was boisterous and conten-
tious. Key stakeholders also included the region’s 
101 cities and nine counties; our fellow regional 
agencies, the Bay Conservation and Development 
Commission and the Bay Area Air Quality Manage-
ment District; community-based organizations and 
advocacy groups, and some three dozen regional 
transportation partners. In addition, there were 
multiple rounds of engagement with the Bay Area’s 


Native American tribes, as detailed in the tribal 
consultation report. (See “Plan Bay Area Prompts 
Robust Dialogue on Transportation and Housing,”  
in Chapter 1.)


Establishing Performance Targets
Before proposing a land use distribution approach 
or recommending a transportation investment strat-
egy, planners must formulate in concrete terms the 
hoped-for outcomes. For Plan Bay Area, perform-
ance targets are an essential means of informing 
and allowing for a discussion of quantitative met-
rics. After months of discussion and debate, ABAG 
and MTC adopted 10 targets in January 2011, 
reflecting input from the broad range of stakehold-
ers engaged in the process.


Two of the targets are not only ambitious — they 
also are mandated by state law. The first mandatory 
target addresses climate protection by requiring the 
Bay Area to reduce its per-capita CO2 emissions 
from cars and light-duty trucks by 15 percent by 
2040. The second mandatory target addresses 
adequate housing by requiring the region to house 
100 percent of its projected population growth by 
income level. Plan Bay Area achieves both these 
major milestones.


Noah Berger


California Senate Bill 375: Linking Regional 
Plans to State Greenhouse Gas Reduction Goals


4 Plan Bay Area  


Plan Bay Area grew out of “The California Sustain-
able Communities and Climate Protection Act of 
2008” (California Senate Bill 375, Steinberg), which 
requires each of the state’s 18 metropolitan areas 
— including the Bay Area — to reduce greenhouse 
gas emissions from cars and light trucks. Signed 
by former Gov. Arnold Schwarzenegger, the law 
requires that the Sustainable Communities Strategy 
(SCS) promote compact, mixed-use commercial 
and residential development. To meet the goals of 
SB 375, Plan Bay Area directs more future devel-
opment in areas that are or will be walkable and 
bikable and close to public transit, jobs, schools, 
shopping, parks, recreation and other amenities. 
Key elements of SB 375 include the following.


•	 The	law	requires	that	the	Bay	Area	and	other	


California regions develop a Sustainable Com-


munities Strategy (SCS) — a new element  


of the regional transportation plan (RTP) —  


to strive to reach the greenhouse gas (GHG)  


reduction target established for each region by 


the California Air Resources Board. The Bay 


Area’s target is a 7 percent per capita reduction 


by 2020 and a 15 percent per capita reduction 


by 2035. Plan Bay Area is the region’s first  


RTP subject to SB 375.


•	 In	the	Bay	Area,	the	Association	of	Bay	Area	


Governments (ABAG) is responsible for the 


land use and housing assumptions for the SCS, 


which adds three new elements to the RTP:  


(1) a land use component that identifies how  


the region could house the region’s entire popu-


lation over the next 25 years; (2) a discussion  


of resource and farmland areas; and (3) a dem-


onstration of how the development pattern and 


the transportation network can work together  


to reduce GHG emissions.


•	 Extensive	outreach	with	local	government	offi-


cials is required, as well as a public participation 


plan that includes a minimum number of work-


shops in each county as well as three public 


hearings on the draft SCS prior to adoption of a 


final plan.


•	 The	law	synchronizes	the	regional	housing	need	


allocation (RHNA) process — adopted in the 


1980s — with the regional transportation plan-


ning process.


•	 Finally,	SB	375	streamlines	the	California	Envi-


ronmental Quality Act (CEQA) for housing and 


mixed-use projects that are consistent with the 


SCS and meet specified criteria, such as proxim-


ity to public transportation.


Plan Bay Area is one element of a broader Cali-


fornia effort to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. 


While Plan Bay Area focuses on where the region 


is expected to grow and what transportation invest-


ments will support that growth, Assembly Bill 32 


(2006) creates a comprehensive framework to cut 


greenhouse gases with new, cleaner fuels, more 


efficient cars and trucks, lower carbon building 


codes, cleaner power generation, as well as coor-


dinated regional planning. In addition, Caltrans will 


lead efforts consistent with Senate Bill 391 (2009) to 


reduce greenhouse gases statewide from the trans-


portation sector, including freight. These strategies 


are outlined in the California Air Resources Board’s 


(CARB) 2008 Scoping Plan, which demonstrates 


there is no single way to reduce greenhouse gases. 


Every sector must contribute if the state is to achieve 


its goals today and for tomorrow’s generations.
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Helping	To	Ensure	a	Vibrant	and	Healthy	Region	 
for Our Children and Grandchildren
Cleaner air, fewer greenhouse gas emissions,  
more housing options, improved infrastructure, 
better access to jobs, and access to open space 
and recreation — these are the building blocks  
of a better future.


Making Bay Area Businesses More Competitive
A well-constructed, sustainable regional plan can 
help us attract private sector investment and  
compete for federal and state funding.


Providing	a	Range	of	Housing	and	 
Transportation Choices
A greater variety of multifamily and single-family 
housing will be available in places with better 
transit access, and improved walking conditions 
and local services.


Stretching Tax Revenues Through  
Smart Investments
By making the most of existing infrastructure,  
using a performance-based approach to transporta-
tion investments and coordinating the location of 
future housing and jobs with major transportation 
investments, we can get more bang for our buck  
in public expenditures.


Preserving Open Spaces, Natural Resources,  
Agriculture and Farmland
By developing in existing downtowns, main streets 
and neighborhoods, we don’t need to develop on 
open spaces or in places that over-utilize our water 
supply, energy resources and road capacity.


Helping	To	Create	Healthy	Communities
More people will be able to live in neighborhoods 
where they can walk to shops, transit and local 
parks because of the groundwork laid in this plan.


Plan Bay Area cannot guarantee these outcomes, 
of course, but we believe it can greatly boost the 
region’s odds of achieving them. For surely we must 
work together as a region to promote sustainabil-
ity, and to leave a better Bay Area for our children 
and grandchildren. By helping to harmonize local 
decision-making and regional goals, by better 
integrating transportation investment and land use 
planning, by more closely aligning our policies with 
our vision — in short, by creating a strategy for 
a sustainable region — Plan Bay Area gives us a 
chance to do that.


16 Plan Bay Area  
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engines and fuel, the chief sources of particulate 
emissions. New regional and state regulations are 
expected to reduce premature deaths by 71 percent 
by 2040, saving 159 lives per year compared to the 
2005 baseline. This projection far exceeds the 10 
percent reduction target for Plan Bay Area. Coarse 
particulates, known as PM10, also represent a major 
threat to air quality and public health; in 2005, Bay 
Area vehicles emitted 15 tons (approximately the 
weight of seven passenger vehicles) of particulate 
matter every day. While the historical trend has 
been favorable (see Figure 22), and aforementioned 
regulations help move us in the right direction with 
regard to this ambitious target (reducing emissions 
by 17 percent by 2040), they still fall short of 
achieving the 30 percent target established for  
Plan Bay Area.


Despite more stringent controls on tailpipe emis-
sions and fuels, meeting the PM10 target will be 
difficult given the region’s long-term mobility needs. 
To achieve the public health benefits of this target, 
it will be necessary to reduce auto trip distances 
and to promote the use of alternative modes of 
transportation such as transit, biking and walking. 
While Plan Bay Area offers more individuals  
new public transit options and supports the trend  


toward shorter-distance commutes, regional growth 
will lead to more vehicles (and more vehicle miles) 
than ever before.


Reduce Injuries and Fatalities  
From Collisions


Target #4: 
Reduce by 50 percent the number of injuries 
and fatalities from all collisions (including bike 
and pedestrian).


Making the Bay Area safer for motorists, pedes-
trians and bicyclists is an important and ongoing 
priority. This target reflects an emphasis in Plan 
Bay Area to enhance safety for all travel modes 
across the Bay Area. The target is adapted from the 
state’s Strategic Highway Safety Plan (2006), and 
also reflects a long-standing regional goal of making 
streets, highways and transit service safer.


are putting forward a plan that provides sufficient 
housing for the number of new jobs created in the 
region. The focus on spurring housing in locally 
supported Priority Development Areas and high-
quality transit corridors allows the plan to meet this 
target, and also helps to achieve the GHG emissions 
reduction target (see above).


Voluntary Performance 
Targets


Healthy and Safe Communities
Reduce Particulate Matter


Target #3: 
Reduce premature deaths from exposure  
to particulate emissions:


Target #3a: 
Reduce premature deaths from exposure  
to fine particulates (PM2.5) by 10 percent.


Target #3b: 
Reduce coarse particulate emissions  
(PM10) by 30 percent.


Target #3c: 
Achieve greater reductions in highly  
impacted areas.


Particulate matter (PM) consists of very small 
particles that can pass through the throat and nose 
and into the lungs, and may even enter the blood-
stream. Over time this can affect the heart and 
lungs and lead to serious health effects such as 
heart attacks or asthma, and can even contribute to 
premature death. While particulate matter is directly 
linked to vehicle miles traveled, the approach taken 
with this target moves from simply measuring 
vehicle use to measuring healthy outcomes for the 
region’s residents.


The Bay Area does not meet the federal stan-
dard for fine particulate matter (PM2.5), which is 
extremely hazardous to health. The goal of a 10 
percent reduction in premature deaths due to PM2.5 
reflects the expected benefit from meeting the fed-
eral standard, assuming each emission sector (both 
mobile and non-mobile sources) takes on similar 
emission reduction shares. The region, like all major 
metropolitan regions in the state, also does not 
yet attain the state standard for the coarser PM10, 
which also causes health impacts. The 30 percent 
reduction goal for PM10 is consistent with the reduc-
tion needed to meet the state standard.


There has been substantial progress in reducing 
Bay Area PM levels in recent years1. The state and 
the Bay Area Air Quality Management District have 
taken major steps to address pollution impacts 
of Bay Area traffic — primarily, to clean up truck 


Plan meets and exceeds target; reduces 
premature deaths from exposure to fine 
particulates by 71 percent.


Plan meets target; achieves greater  
particulate emission reductions  
in highly impacted neighborhoods.


Plan reduces coarse particulate emissions 
by 17 percent, but falls short of target.


Source: Bay Area Air Quality Management District
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F I GURE  22 :   Bay Area Annual Mean PM10 (Quarterly Averaged, 9-site Mean, 1989–2011)


Plan moves in opposite direction from 
target; injury and fatality collisions are 
projected to increase during plan period 
by 18 percent.


1  Air quality monitoring data shows that the Bay Area met the national 24-hour PM2.5 standard during the 2008–2012 period.  
However, the Bay Area is still formally designated a non-attainment area for the national 24-hour PM2.5 standard.
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Unfortunately, while these investments will boost 
the amount of time individuals spend walking and 
biking, the region continues to fall short of this 
public health target. The typical Bay Area resident 
spent about 9 minutes per day walking or biking 
for transportation purposes in the year 2005, while 
Plan Bay Area will increase the average amount 
to 10 minutes per day in year 2040 (a 17 percent 
increase).


While many people who make the effort to exer-
cise regularly do so by going to the gym or playing 
on a sports team, transportation-related exercise 
could play a crucial role in boosting regional health. 
Unless additional efforts are initiated to encour-
age walking and biking for daily commutes or 
daily errands, exercise from walking and biking is 
expected to only increase slightly as a result of  
Plan Bay Area.


Open Space and Agricultural Land 
Target #6: 
Direct all non-agricultural development within 
the year 2010 urban footprint (existing urban 
development and urban growth boundaries).


SB 375 requires consideration of open space and 
natural resource protection and supports accommo-
dating new housing and commercial development 
within existing areas designated for urban growth. 
This is of particular importance to the Bay Area, 
where so much of the region’s spectacular natural 
setting has been preserved as open space.  
And whether it is the scenic wine country or the 
small farms that supply thriving farmers markets 
with local produce, agricultural lands also merit 
special protection.


Approximately 39,000 individuals were injured or 
killed in collisions on Bay Area roads during the 
year 2005, highlighting the critical need to improve 
roadway safety. Unfortunately, as a result of the 
region’s growth in total population and in total vehi-
cle miles traveled, we lose ground against this target 
over the course of the plan. Although as a region 
we continue to invest in safer roads for all modes 
of transport, over 46,000 individuals are forecasted 
to be injured or killed in collisions in year 2040, an 
18 percent increase in roadway tragedies compared 
to 2005. While it is some comfort to know that the 
per-capita rate of collisions is projected to decline 
by 10 percent during the plan period, the sheer 
number of people traveling on the network — com-
bined with the certainty of occasional human error 
— overwhelms the safety improvements for which 
the plan allocates funding.


Encourage Active Transport
Target #5: 
Increase the average daily time walking  
or biking per person for transportation by  
70 percent (for an average of 15 minutes  
per person per day).


The U.S. Surgeon General recommends at least 30 
minutes of physical activity per day to lower the 
risk of chronic disease and increase life expectancy. 
While Bay Area residents are more physically active 
than residents in most other parts of the country, 
the current measure of Bay Area residents’ aver-
age daily physical activity still falls well short of the 
Surgeon General’s recommendation. The average 
time Bay Area residents spent walking and biking 
for transportation was about 9 minutes per person 
in 2005. There is no accepted standard for the 
amount of activity people should get through day-
to-day transportation compared to other activities. 
However, in order to increase the health of our com-
munities, Plan Bay Area set out to bring the average 
up to 15 minutes per person per day by encourag-
ing people to spend more time walking or biking. 


In order to improve public health in the light of 
rising obesity rates, it is essential to construct and 
improve facilities to allow for walking and bicycling 
during one’s daily routine. The plan invests in com-
plete streets, local streetscape improvements, and 
new bike and pedestrian paths, with an objective of 
providing new opportunities for Bay Area residents 
to walk and bike to daily destinations.


John J. Kim


Plan boosts per-person active transporta- 
tion by 17 percent, but falls short of target.


Plan meets target; directs all non- 
agricultural development within the  
existing urban footprint.


YinYang, iStock
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CASEID POINT_X POINT_Y YEAR_ LOCATION CHPTYPE DAYWEEK CRASHSEV VIOLCAT KILLED INJURED WEATHER1 PEDCOL BICCOL
5601450 ‐122.02576 37.38582 2011 4316 0 3 3 18 0 1 A Y
5901719 ‐122.0306031 37.3897049 2012 4316 0 2 2 9 0 1 B Y
7178985 ‐122.03061 37.38965579 2014 4316 0 5 3 10 0 1 A Y
7185291 ‐122.027303 37.38116491 2014 4316 0 3 4 ‐ 0 1 C Y
7185330 ‐122.0298133 37.38943236 2014 4316 0 2 3 9 0 1 A Y
7185346 ‐122.0287931 37.37725487 2014 4316 0 4 4 8 0 1 A Y
7197550 ‐122.0287591 37.37725341 2015 4316 0 5 3 10 0 1 B Y
7207150 ‐122.0252142 37.38746436 2015 4316 0 3 3 17 0 1 A Y
7208020 ‐122.0287931 37.37725487 2015 4316 0 7 3 12 0 1 A Y


For ease, repeating fields or fields where all responses were null or the same were removed from this listing
Source: TIMS 2011‐2015


Sunnyvale Safe Routes to School Improvements
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TIMECAT MONTH_ CRASHTYP INVOLVE PED PRIMARYRD SECONDRD DISTANCE DIRECT INTERSECT_ PROCDATE JURIS DATE_
1500 11 G G A N SUNNYVALE AV HAZELTON AV 0 Y 1/29/2013 4316 11/16/2011
1500 3 D C B MATHILDA AV MAUDE AV 0 Y 7/22/2013 4316 3/27/2012
2100 1 G B B MATHILDA AV MAUDE AV 18 S N 2/18/2016 4316 1/3/2014
600 12 G B B E CALIFORNIA AV N SUNNVALE AV 0 Y 2/20/2016 4316 12/17/2014
900 5 D G A MAUDE AV MATHILDA AV 250 E N 2/22/2016 4316 5/6/2014


1500 5 B G A EVELYN AV SUNNYVALE AV 0 Y 2/20/2016 4316 5/15/2014
2100 1 G B B E EVELYN AV S SUNNYVALE AV 10 E N 3/2/2016 4316 1/9/2015
900 5 H G A SUNNYVALE AV MAUDE AV 150 S N 3/22/2016 4316 5/13/2015


1200 3 H G A SUNNYVALE AV EVELYN AV 0 Y 3/21/2016 4316 3/29/2015


Sunnyvale Safe Routes to School Improvements
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TIME_ BADGE JURIDIST BEATNUMB TOWAWAY PARTIES PCF VIOL VIOLSUB HITRUN ROADSURF LIGHTING RIGHTWAY STFAULT CITY
1234 16654 14 1 2 C 0 N D A D ‐ SUNNYVALE
1236 16661 13 1 3 A 21453 C N A A A A SUNNYVALE
1842 18041 15 1 N 2 A 21950 A N A C A A SUNNYVALE
555 11783 16 1 N 2 A 0 N B C A A SUNNYVALE
858 89633 15 1 N 2 A 21801 A N A A D L SUNNYVALE


1459 15926 34 3 N 2 A 22107 N A A A A SUNNYVALE
2015 13494 34 3 N 2 A 21950 A N A C A A SUNNYVALE
755 10249 14 1 N 2 A 22517 N A A D ‐ SUNNYVALE


1117 11101 34 3 N 2 A 21453 A N A A A A SUNNYVALE


Sunnyvale Safe Routes to School Improvements
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COUNTY STATE
SANTA CLARA CA
SANTA CLARA CA
SANTA CLARA CA
SANTA CLARA CA
SANTA CLARA CA
SANTA CLARA CA
SANTA CLARA CA
SANTA CLARA CA
SANTA CLARA CA


Sunnyvale Safe Routes to School Improvements








Lola Torney <lolatorney@altaplanning.com>


Fwd: FW: ATP Sunnyvale Application #1  Sunnyvale Safe Routes to School
Improvements 


Carol Shariat <cshariat@sunnyvale.ca.gov> Fri, Jun 10, 2016 at 3:45 PM
To: Lola Torney <lolatorney@altaplanning.com>


FYI, please see email below from Local Conservation Corps.


Carol Shariat, TE
Principal Transportation Engineer
City of Sunnyvale
Department of Public Works
Transportation and Traffic Division
408.730.2713
CShariat@sunnyvale.ca.gov


 Forwarded message 
From: Active Transportation Program <inquiry@atpcommunitycorps.org> 
Date: Fri, Jun 10, 2016 at 3:01 PM
Subject: Re: ATP Sunnyvale Application #1  Sunnyvale Safe Routes to School Improvements 
To: Carol Shariat <cshariat@sunnyvale.ca.gov> 
Cc: Shahid Abbas <sabbas@sunnyvale.ca.gov>


Hello Carol,


Thank you for contacting the Local Conservation Corps. Unfortunately, we are unable to participate in this project. Please
include this email with your application as proof that you reached out to the Local Conservation Corps.


Thank you,
Dominique
[Quoted text hidden]



tel:408.730.2713

mailto:CShariat@sunnyvale.ca.gov

mailto:inquiry@atpcommunitycorps.org

mailto:cshariat@sunnyvale.ca.gov

mailto:sabbas@sunnyvale.ca.gov






Sep-11 Oct-2011
(WBTS) Sep-12 Oct-2012


(WBTS) May-13 Sep-13 Oct-2013
(WBTS) Apr-14 Sep-14 Oct-2014


(WBTS) May-15


Walk 36.0% 37.0% 35.5% 40.5% 44.5% 34.6% 40.6% 32.6% 35.6% 43.3% 39.3%
Bike 3.0% 2.5% 2.0% 3.0% 3.0% 1.1% 2.1% 0.0% 1.7% 1.2% 0.8%
School Bus 0.8% 1.5% 1.2% 2.5% 1.0% 0.7% 0.9% 1.2% 0.1% 0.0% 1.2%
Family Vehicle 55.5% 50.0% 55.0% 48.5% 45.5% 54.5% 47.8% 60.9% 58.9% 50.6% 52.1%
Carpool 3.0% 2.5% 3.0% 2.0% 3.5% 4.8% 6.4% 5.0% 1.7% 2.8% 2.7%
Transit 0.0% 0.1% 0.3% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Other 2.0% 4.0% 3.5% 3.0% 2.0% 2.7% 2.2% 0.2% 1.9% 2.1% 3.9%


36.0% 37.0%
35.5%


40.5%


44.5%


34.6%


40.6%


32.6%
35.6%


43.3%


39.3%


3.0% 2.5% 2.0% 3.0% 3.0% 1.1%
2.1% 0.0%


1.7% 1.2%
0.8%


55.5%


50.0%


55.0%
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Bishop Elementary School 
September 2011- May 2015 (11 tallies) 


Planning meeting (10/26/2011; 14 attendance) 
Presentation: Bike/Ped Safety 3-5 (3/22/2012; 250 attendance)  
Presentation: PTO (1/10/2013; 30 attendance) 
Bike Rodeo (6/7/2013; 120 attendance) 
Presentation: Back to School Night (9/12/2013; 75 attendance)  
Presentation: Teachers/Staff meeting (12/4/2013; 30 attendance) 
Presentation: Parents (3/12/2014; 15 attendance) 
Presentation: Pedestrian Safety K-2 (3/12/2015; 200 attendance) 
Presentation: Pedestrian Safety K-4 (3/26/2015; 180 attendance) 


Changes 
Year Walk Bike School Bus Family Vehicle Carpool Transit Other 


1st year N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
2nd year 9.0% 1.0% -0.2% -9.5% 0.5% -0.2% -1.5%


3rd year 
-


2.0% -1.1% 0.5% 6.5% 0.2% -0.2% -2.5%
4th year 3.7% -0.9% 1.1% -6.7% 0.9% 0.0% 2.0% 


Change 3.3% -2.2% 0.4% -3.4% -0.3% 0.0% 1.9% 
% change 9.1% -72.7% 53.4% -6.0% -11.4% 0.0% 94.3% 


Differences between non-WBTS vs WBTS days 
Walk Bike School Bus Family Vehicle Carpool Transit Other 


Avg non-WBTS 36.9% 1.7% 0.9% 54.6% 3.4% 0.1% 2.3% 
Avg WBTS 40.4% 2.2% 1.2% 49.2% 3.4% 0.1% 2.8% 


Difference 3.5% 0.5% 0.3% -5.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 
% Difference 9.5% 31.5% 34.7% -9.9% 1.0% -24.5% 22.3% 
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COC ACS 20052009 and 20102014
Outlines and Tract Data for PBA 2013 and PBA 2040 COCs


MTC Planning | County of Santa Clara, Bureau of Land Management, Esri, HERE, DeLorme, INCREMENT P, NGA,
USGS
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Question 1:  Disadvantaged Community







TO: Planning Committee DATE: December 31, 2015 
FR: Deputy Executive Director, Policy    W.I. 1121 
RE: MTC Resolution No. 4217: Equity Framework for Plan Bay Area 2040 


Summary 
This memorandum presents staff recommendations for communities of concern (CoCs) and the 
equity measures to be used as part of the Plan Bay Area 2040 Equity Analysis. To develop these 
recommendations, staff has been meeting on a monthly basis since June with stakeholders and 
local jurisdictions through the Regional Equity Working Group (REWG). This memo provides 
context on the Plan’s overall equity framework, discusses the Bay Area’s current demographic 
trends, and proposes a new set of equity measures as well as an updated definition of CoCs for 
your consideration.  


Context and Overall Equity Framework 
MTC has conducted an equity analysis for the last four Regional Transportation Plans (RTPs) in 
compliance with federal civil rights and environmental justice laws. For each RTP, MTC used 
the following steps to conduct the equity analysis:  


1. Identify equity measures that reflect key issues faced by vulnerable and disadvantaged
communities in the region (typically a subset of the Performance Targets);


2. Define these potential disadvantaged communities based on a CoCs framework that takes
into account factors such as race, income, and disability, among others;


3. Conduct an assessment during the project performance analysis phase, using the equity
measures, to identify potential benefits and burdens of proposed projects on CoCs;


4. Conduct an assessment during the scenario analysis phase, using the equity measures, to
identify potential benefits and burdens of scenario alternatives on CoCs, and to inform the
selection of a preferred alternative; and


5. Include an assessment of benefits and burdens for the preferred alternative in the final report,
and conduct a supplemental analysis of minority status to comply with federal civil rights
law.


For each RTP update, the equity measures are developed with input from key stakeholders. For 
Plan Bay Area (PBA) 2013, the combined Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) and RTP, 
MTC and ABAG formed a Regional Equity Working Group (REWG) to provide this input. 
MTC and ABAG created a REWG for Plan Bay Area 2040 as well which began meeting in June 
and will continue to meet until fall 2016.  
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Proposed Communities of Concern Framework for Plan Bay Area 2040 


 


Disadvantage Factor % Regional 
Population 


Concentration 
Threshold 


1. Minority 58% 70% 
2. Low Income (<200% Federal Poverty Level - FPL) 25% 30% 
3. Limited English Proficiency 9% 20% 
4. Zero-Vehicle Household 10% 10% 
5. Seniors 75 Years and Over 6% 10% 
6. People with Disability 9% 25% 
7. Single-Parent Family 14% 20% 
8. Severely Rent-Burdened Household 11% 15% 


Definition – census tracts that have a concentration of BOTH minority AND low-
income households, OR that have a concentration of 3 or more of the remaining 6 


factors (#3 to #8) but only IF they also have a concentration of low-income households. 
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Date: September 23, 2015 


W.I.: 1212


Referred by: Planning Committee 


Revised: 11/18/15-C 


Attachment A 


Resolution No. 4204 


Page 1 of 1 


G o a l s  a n d  P e r f o r m a n c e  T a r g e t s  f o r  P l a n  B a y  A r e a  2 0 4 0


Goal # Performance Target 


Climate 


Protection 1 
Reduce per-capita CO2 emissions from cars and light-duty trucks by 


15% 


Adequate 


Housing 2 
House 100% of the region’s projected growth by income level without 


displacing current low-income residents and with no increase in in-


commuters over the Plan baseline year* 


Healthy and Safe 


Communities 3 
Reduce adverse health impacts associated with air quality, road safety, 


and physical inactivity by 10% 


Open Space and 


Agricultural 


Preservation 
4 


Direct all non-agricultural development within the urban footprint 


(existing urban development and UGBs) 


Equitable Access 


5 
Decrease the share of lower-income residents’ household income 


consumed by transportation and housing by 10% 


6 
Increase the share of affordable housing in PDAs, TPAs, or high-


opportunity areas by 15% 


7 
Do not increase the share of low- and moderate-income renter 


households in PDAs, TPAs, or high-opportunity areas that are at risk of 


displacement 


Economic 


Vitality 


8 
Increase by 20% the share of jobs accessible within 30 minutes by auto 


or within 45 minutes by transit in congested conditions 


9 
Increase by 35%** the number of jobs in predominantly middle-wage 


industries 


10 Reduce per-capita delay on the Regional Freight Network by 20% 


Transportation 


System 


Effectiveness 


11 Increase non-auto mode share by 10% 


12 
Reduce vehicle operating and maintenance costs due to pavement 


conditions by 100% 


13 Reduce per-rider transit delay due to aged infrastructure by 100% 


* = The Adequate Housing target relates to the Regional Housing Control Total per the settlement agreement signed with the Building Industry


Association (BIA), which increases the housing forecast by the housing equivalent to in-commute growth.


** = The numeric target for #9 will be revised later based on the final ABAG forecast for overall job growth.


Attachment 1
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Sunnyvale Safe Routes to School Improvements 
Demand Analysis and Cost-Benefit Analysis 


Executive Summary 
This cost-benefit analysis (CBA) weighs the costs (capital and maintenance) and benefits 
(environmental sustainability, quality of life, economic competitiveness, safety, and state of good 
repair) that would accrue during construction and over a 20-year evaluation period after 
completion of the Sunnyvale Safe Routes to School Improvements project. Below is a summary of 
the undiscounted findings of the CBA (all values presented in 2016 constant dollars): 


• The project will cost an estimated $2,354,000 to construct and approximately $75,000 per
year to maintain. Requested ATP funds total to $1,883,000 (20 percent match).


• After construction, the project will help encourage 230 million more bicycle and
pedestrian trips in the project study area between 2023 and 2042, resulting in 199 million
fewer vehicle-miles traveled (VMT).


• This reduction in VMT translates into 99,000 fewer metric tons of greenhouse gases and
criteria pollutants which would cost the equivalent of $20 million in avoided environmental
damage or mitigation costs between 2023 and 2042.


• The project will also encourage on average 2,400 more people to meet the Centers for
Disease Control’s recommended number of physical activity and will save residents $70
million in healthcare expenses between 2023 and 2042.


• By encouraging more people to bicycle and walk instead of drive in single-occupant
automobiles, residents will save $125 million in household transportation expenses, $66
million in prevented collisions, $11 million in costs related to traffic congestion, and $29
million in roadway maintenance cost savings over the 20-year period.


At a 3 percent real discount rate, the net present value of the proposed project is $188,830,000, 
the internal rate of return is 139.0 percent, and the benefit-cost ratio is 64.27. For just the ATP funds 
requested, the net present value is $189,240,000, the internal rate of return is 154.2%, and the 
benefit-cost ratio is 74.47 at a 3 percent real discount rate.  


At a 7 percent real discount rate, the net present value of the proposed project $105,490,000, the 
internal rate of return is 130.1 percent, and the benefit-cost ratio is 48.1. For just the ATP funds 
requested, the net present value is $105,840,000, the internal rate of return is 144.7percent, and 
the benefit-cost ratio is 56.77 at a 7 percent real discount rate. 


Part B Question 2
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Background 
This CBA approach expands on the methods suggested by the National Cooperative Highway 
Research Program (NCHRP) Report 552: Guidelines for Analysis of Investments in Bicycle Facilities 
by incorporating detailed local demographic information and using new data and research that 
has become available since Guidelines for Analysis was published in 2006. 


One notable alternation is the consideration of benefits from both bicycling and walking activity 
using different impact areas for each mode. By comparison, Guidelines for Analysis only provides 
guidance for measuring bicycling benefits and does not quantify pedestrian benefits for multi-use 
paths. Another alteration is the estimate of utilitarian (non-commute) and school trips in addition 
to work commute trips. This addition helps capture the full range of bicycling and walking trips in 
the project area. The CBA also considers local travel patterns, trip distances, and public health to 
create a complete, detailed picture of benefits generated by the proposed facilities. 


A major advantage of this CBA approach is the ability to quantify benefits at a line-item level for 
each distinct type of benefit associated with the project. This allows benefits to be quantified and 
compared for each ATP goal. This also means the CBA omits estimates of social/recreational trip 
benefits of the project from the analysis so that the proposed project can be evaluated solely on 
its merits as a transportation facility. By contrast, the standard CBA method in Guidelines for 
Analysis includes recreational benefits which often make up a large portion of total benefits for 
bicycle and pedestrian projects. These method alternations should be considered when 
comparing CBA results for this project with other ATP grant applications. Also, the residual benefit 
of the fully-maintained facility built by the project is not claimed as a lump sum at end of the 
analysis period. 


Study Area 
While construction of the project will benefit all residents of and visitors to the area, those living 
within one mile (about a 20 minute walk) will have the most convenient access and will gain the 
most from its completion. This study area limit is within the standard area of influence used by 
bicycle and pedestrian planning professionals and were acknowledged by the Federal Transit 
Administration in the Final Policy Statement on Eligibility of Pedestrian and Bicycle Improvements 
Under Federal Transit Law that went into effect August 19, 2011.  
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Count Data and Demand Analysis 
To understand the potential change in bicycle and pedestrian mode split resulting from 
implementation of the proposed project, three peer geographies with similar demographic 
characteristics to Sunnyvale but with a more advanced bicycle and pedestrian network were 
examined. The three peer geographies were Columbia (MO), Bend (OR), and Eugene (OR). All 
have relatively similar populations (total, employed, and student), but each of the peer 
geographies have a Bicycle Friendly Community © award designation that is at least one level 
higher than that of Sunnyvale (See Table 1). The commute mode split for these three geographies 
was compared to that of Sunnyvale, with Sunnyvale having the lowest bicycle and pedestrian 
mode split of all examined geographies. If Sunnyvale increases its bicycle and pedestrian mode 
share to the 25th percentile of the three peer geographies, its commute bicycle mode share will 
increase from 1.39 percent to 1.81 percent, and its commute walk mode share will increase from 
1.29 percent to 3.68 percent (See Table 2).  


Table 1: Peer Geographies 
 


Total 
Populationi 


Employed 
Populationii 


Enrolled 
Studentsiii 


Population 
Densityiv 


Non-White 
Populationv 


Bike Friendly 
Communityvi 


Walk 
Friendly 


Communityvii 
Sunnyvale, 


CA 
145,291 72,461 31,178 6,371/ sq. mi. 57% Bronze None 


Columbia, 
MO 


113,155 44,647 45,144 1.720/ sq. mi 21% Silver None 


Bend, OR 79,698 28,891 18,903 2,322/ sq. mi. 9% Silver Silver 


Eugene, 
OR 


158,131 45,922 51,947 3,572/ sq. mi. 14% Gold Gold 


 


Table 2: Active Transportation Mode Splitviii 
 


Employed 
Population 


Commute 
Bicycle 


Trips/ Day 


Commute 
Bicycle 


Mode Split 


Commute 
Walk Trips/ 


Day 


Commute 
Walk Mode 


Split 


Forecasted 
Bicycle 


Mode Splitix 


Forecasted 
Walk Mode 


Splitx 
Sunnyvale, 


CA 
72,461 1,008 1.39% 935 1.29% 1.81% 3.68% 


Columbia, 
MO 


44,647 840 1.44% 3,635 6.24%   


Bend, OR 28,891 843 2.22% 1,203 3.17%   


Eugene, 
OR 


45,922 5,412 7.68% 5,372 7.62%   
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Inputs 
This CBA uses a series of factors and multipliers to quantify the costs and benefits of the proposed 
project. This CBA first looks at the percent of bicycle and pedestrian trips by trip purpose that will 
take place within the project study area that replace motor vehicle trips (see Table 3) based on 
the forecasted change in mode share discussion shown in Table 11. Second, the average trip 
length by trip purpose is estimated for the replaced trips (see Table 4). Third, the number of 
utilitarian and social/recreational trips within the project study area are estimated to provide a 
more balanced view of trip purpose within the project study area (see Table 5). While 
social/recreational trips noted, they are not included in the CBA. Finally, an estimate of vehicle-
miles travelled (VMT) reduced is multiplied by a series of benefit multipliers: environmental 
sustainability (see Table 6), quality of life (see Table 7), economic competitiveness (see Table 8), 
safety (see Table 9), and state of good repair (see Table 10). In addition, the impact on travel 
time, delays from construction, noise, and property value were analyzed but found to have a 
negligible impact compared to a no build alternative. 


Table 3: Motor Vehicle Trip Replacement Factors* 
 Bike Walk 


Commute Trips 0.17 0.19 


College Trips 0.84 0.84 


K-12 School Trips 0.47 0.49 


Utilitarian Trips 0.82 0.79 


*Estimated by comparing local commute mode share data from the American Community Survey (2010-2014) to 
national mode share data for all trip purposes. 


Table 4: Trip Distance (miles) 
 Bike Walk 


Commute Tripsxi 3.54 0.67 


College Tripsxii 2.09 0.48 


K-12 School Tripsxiii 0.77 0.36 


Utilitarian Tripsxiv 1.89 0.67 


Social/Recreational Tripsxv 2.41 0.86 


 


Table 5: Trip Purpose Multipliersxvi 
 Bike Walk 


Utilitarian Trip Multiplier 1.61 4.32 


Social/Recreational Multiplier 4.77 3.91 
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Table 6: Environmental Sustainability Multipliers 
 Value (metric tons/VMT) Value ($USD/VMT) 


Particulate Matter (PM) xvii 0.0000001 $0.02 


Nitrous Oxides (NOx) xviii 0.0000009 $0.01 


Sulfur Oxides (SOx) xix 0.0000000 $0.00 


Volatile Organic Compounds 
(VOC) xx 


0.0000012 $0.00 


Carbon Dioxidexxi 0.0004940 $0.02 


 


Table 7: Quality of Life Multipliers 
 Value 


Physical Inactive Adults in California 0.19xxii 


Physically Inactive Youth in California 0.19xxiii 


Healthcare Cost Savings $1,444 per newly active personxxiv 


 


Table 8: Economic Competitiveness Multipliers* 
 Value 
Household Transportation Cost Savings $0.63 per VMTxxv 


Congestion Cost Savings $0.06 per VMTxxvi 


Travel Times Savings – All Trip Purposes* $13.46 per hourxxvii 


*This CBA analyzed changes in property value within the study area and found no evidence to support an increase or 
decrease in property values following completion of the project. 
**The Victoria Transport Policy Institute found in their 2013 study “Transportation Cost and  Benefit Analysis II – Travel 
Time Costs” that the user of an average car and a bicycle had the same “effective speed” after taking into account 
annual hours worked, average travel speed, travel time, and support time (maintenance, etc.). This CBA, therefore, 
excludes travel time as a cost or benefit. 
 


Table 9: Safety Multiplier 
 Value (metric tons/VMT) 
Collision Cost Savings $0.20 per VMTxxviii 


 


Table 10: State of Good Repair Multiplier 
 Value (metric tons/VMT) 
Roadway Maintenance Cost Savings $0.14 per VMTxxix 


 


 


 







Attachment J 


Table 11: Annual VMT Reduction 


Project Year Year 
Annual Bike/Ped 


Trips 
Annual Vehicle 
Trip Reduction 


Annual VMT 
Reduction (Build) 


Annual VMT 
Reduction  
(No Build) 


Year -6 2016 9,599,000 4,287,000 8,074,000 8,074,000 


Year -5 2017 9,764,000 4,360,000 8,213,000 8,213,000 


Year -4 2018 9,929,000 4,434,000 8,352,000 8,352,000 


Year -3 2019 10,094,000 4,507,000 8,490,000 8,490,000 


Year -2 2020 10,259,000 4,581,000 8,629,000 8,629,000 


Year -1 2021 10,424,000 4,655,000 8,768,000 8,768,000 


Year 0 2022 10,589,000 4,728,000 8,907,000 8,907,000 


Year 1 2023 10,689,000 4,789,000 9,012,000 8,901,000 


Year 2 2024 10,788,000 4,849,000 9,115,000 8,891,000 


Year 3 2025 10,884,000 4,908,000 9,218,000 8,876,000 


Year 4 2026 10,979,000 4,967,000 9,320,000 8,857,000 


Year 5 2027 11,071,000 5,026,000 9,421,000 8,833,000 


Year 6 2028 11,162,000 5,084,000 9,521,000 8,805,000 


Year 7 2029 11,251,000 5,142,000 9,620,000 8,773,000 


Year 8 2030 11,337,000 5,200,000 9,717,000 8,736,000 


Year 9 2031 11,422,000 5,257,000 9,814,000 8,695,000 


Year 10 2032 11,505,000 5,314,000 9,910,000 8,649,000 


Year 11 2033 11,585,000 5,370,000 10,004,000 8,599,000 


Year 12 2034 11,664,000 5,426,000 10,098,000 8,544,000 


Year 13 2035 11,741,000 5,481,000 10,190,000 8,485,000 


Year 14 2036 11,816,000 5,536,000 10,282,000 8,422,000 


Year 15 2037 11,888,000 5,591,000 10,372,000 8,354,000 


Year 16 2038 11,959,000 5,645,000 10,462,000 8,281,000 


Year 17 2039 12,028,000 5,699,000 10,550,000 8,205,000 


Year 18 2040 12,095,000 5,753,000 10,637,000 8,123,000 


Year 19 2041 12,160,000 5,806,000 10,724,000 8,038,000 


Year 20 2042 12,223,000 5,858,000 10,809,000 7,948,000 


TOTAL 288,682,000 132,395,000 247,420,000 222,500,000 
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Table 12: Costs (undiscounted) 


Project Year Year 
Capital 
Costs 


Maintenance 
Costs 


Travel 
Time/Delays 


Annual 
Costs 
(Total) 


Annual 
Costs 
(ATP 


Request) 


Annual 
Costs (No 


Build) 
Year -6 2016 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 


Year -5 2017 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 


Year -4 2018 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 


Year -3 2019 $187,200 $0 $0 $187,200 $149,741 $0 


Year -2 2020 $716,030 $0 $0 $716,030 $572,752 $0 


Year -1 2021 $870,462 $0 $0 $870,462 $696,283 $0 


Year 0 2022 $580,308 $0 $0 $580,308 $464,188 $0 


Year 1 2023 $0 $75,450 $0 $75,450 $75,450 $10,000 


Year 2 2024 $0 $75,450 $0 $75,450 $75,450 $10,000 


Year 3 2025 $0 $75,450 $0 $75,450 $75,450 $10,000 


Year 4 2026 $0 $75,450 $0 $75,450 $75,450 $10,000 


Year 5 2027 $0 $75,450 $0 $75,450 $75,450 $10,000 


Year 6 2028 $0 $75,450 $0 $75,450 $75,450 $10,000 


Year 7 2029 $0 $75,450 $0 $75,450 $75,450 $10,000 


Year 8 2030 $0 $75,450 $0 $75,450 $75,450 $10,000 


Year 9 2031 $0 $75,450 $0 $75,450 $75,450 $10,000 


Year 10 2032 $0 $75,450 $0 $75,450 $75,450 $10,000 


Year 11 2033 $0 $75,450 $0 $75,450 $75,450 $10,000 


Year 12 2034 $0 $75,450 $0 $75,450 $75,450 $10,000 


Year 13 2035 $0 $75,450 $0 $75,450 $75,450 $10,000 


Year 14 2036 $0 $75,450 $0 $75,450 $75,450 $10,000 


Year 15 2037 $0 $75,450 $0 $75,450 $75,450 $10,000 


Year 16 2038 $0 $75,450 $0 $75,450 $75,450 $10,000 


Year 17 2039 $0 $75,450 $0 $75,450 $75,450 $10,000 


Year 18 2040 $0 $75,450 $0 $75,450 $75,450 $10,000 


Year 19 2041 $0 $75,450 $0 $75,450 $75,450 $10,000 


Year 20 2042 $0 $75,450 $0 $75,450 $75,450 $10,000 


TOTAL $2,354,000 $1,433,550 $0 $3,787,550 $3,316,515 $190,000 
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Table 13: Benefits (undiscounted) 


Project 
Year Year 


Annual 
Environmental 
Sustainability 


Benefits 


Annual 
Quality of 


Life Benefits 


Annual 
Economic 


Competitiveness 
Benefits 


Annual 
Safety 


Benefits 


Annual State 
of Good 
Repair 


Benefits 


Annual 
Benefits 
(Build) 


Annual 
Benefits (No 


Build) 
Year -6 2016 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 


Year -5 2017 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 


Year -4 2018 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 


Year -3 2019 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 


Year -2 2020 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 


Year -1 2021 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 


Year 0 2022 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 


Year 1 2023 $457,000 $3,494,000 $6,146,000 $2,992,000 $1,304,000 $14,393,000 $14,228,000 


Year 2 2024 $462,000 $3,501,000 $6,217,000 $3,026,000 $1,319,000 $14,525,000 $14,192,000 


Year 3 2025 $468,000 $3,506,000 $6,287,000 $3,060,000 $1,334,000 $14,655,000 $14,147,000 


Year 4 2026 $473,000 $3,510,000 $6,357,000 $3,094,000 $1,348,000 $14,783,000 $14,095,000 


Year 5 2027 $478,000 $3,513,000 $6,426,000 $3,128,000 $1,363,000 $14,907,000 $14,035,000 


Year 6 2028 $483,000 $3,515,000 $6,494,000 $3,161,000 $1,377,000 $15,029,000 $13,967,000 


Year 7 2029 $488,000 $3,514,000 $6,561,000 $3,194,000 $1,392,000 $15,149,000 $13,892,000 


Year 8 2030 $493,000 $3,513,000 $6,628,000 $3,226,000 $1,406,000 $15,265,000 $13,809,000 


Year 9 2031 $498,000 $3,510,000 $6,694,000 $3,258,000 $1,420,000 $15,380,000 $13,718,000 


Year 10 2032 $503,000 $3,506,000 $6,759,000 $3,290,000 $1,434,000 $15,491,000 $13,620,000 


Year 11 2033 $508,000 $3,500,000 $6,823,000 $3,321,000 $1,447,000 $15,600,000 $13,514,000 


Year 12 2034 $512,000 $3,493,000 $6,887,000 $3,352,000 $1,461,000 $15,706,000 $13,400,000 


Year 13 2035 $517,000 $3,485,000 $6,950,000 $3,383,000 $1,474,000 $15,809,000 $13,279,000 


Year 14 2036 $522,000 $3,475,000 $7,013,000 $3,413,000 $1,488,000 $15,910,000 $13,149,000 


Year 15 2037 $526,000 $3,463,000 $7,074,000 $3,443,000 $1,501,000 $16,008,000 $13,012,000 


Year 16 2038 $531,000 $3,451,000 $7,140,000 $3,473,000 $1,514,000 $16,103,000 $12,868,000 


Year 17 2039 $535,000 $3,436,000 $7,196,000 $3,503,000 $1,526,000 $16,196,000 $12,716,000 


Year 18 2040 $540,000 $3,421,000 $7,255,000 $3,532,000 $1,539,000 $16,286,000 $12,556,000 


Year 19 2041 $544,000 $3,404,000 $7,314,000 $3,560,000 $1,551,000 $16,374,000 $12,388,000 


Year 20 2042 $548,000 $3,386,000 $7,372,000 $3,588,000 $1,564,000 $16,458,000 $12,212,000 


TOTAL $9,538,000 $66,210,000 $128,221,000 $62,409,000 $27,198,000 $293,569,000 $256,585,000 
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 Table 14: Costs and Benefits (Discounted, 3%)  


Year Project Year 
Annual 
Benefits  


Annual 
Costs  


Net Costs 
and Benefits  


Net Cumulative 
Costs & Benefits 


(Total) 


Net Cumulative 
Costs & Benefits 
(ATP Request) 


Net Cumulative 
Costs & Benefits 


(No Build) 
Year -6 2016 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 


Year -5 2017 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 


Year -4 2018 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 


Year -3 2019 $0 $171,000 -$171,000 -$171,000 -$137,000 $0 


Year -2 2020 $0 $636,000 -$636,000 -$807,000 -$646,000 $0 


Year -1 2021 $0 $751,000 -$751,000 -$1,558,000 -$1,247,000 $0 


Year 0 2022 $0 $486,000 -$486,000 -$2,044,000 -$1,635,000 $0 


Year 1 2023 $11,703,000 $61,000 $11,641,000 $9,597,000 $10,006,000 $11,561,000 


Year 2 2024 $11,466,000 $60,000 $11,407,000 $21,004,000 $21,413,000 $22,756,000 


Year 3 2025 $11,232,000 $58,000 $11,174,000 $32,178,000 $32,587,000 $33,591,000 


Year 4 2026 $11,000,000 $56,000 $10,944,000 $43,122,000 $43,531,000 $44,071,000 


Year 5 2027 $10,769,000 $55,000 $10,715,000 $53,836,000 $54,246,000 $54,203,000 


Year 6 2028 $10,541,000 $53,000 $10,488,000 $64,325,000 $64,734,000 $63,992,000 


Year 7 2029 $10,316,000 $51,000 $10,264,000 $74,589,000 $74,998,000 $73,445,000 


Year 8 2030 $10,092,000 $50,000 $10,042,000 $84,632,000 $85,041,000 $82,568,000 


Year 9 2031 $9,872,000 $48,000 $9,823,000 $94,455,000 $94,864,000 $91,367,000 


Year 10 2032 $9,653,000 $47,000 $9,606,000 $104,061,000 $104,470,000 $99,849,000 


Year 11 2033 $9,438,000 $46,000 $9,392,000 $113,453,000 $113,862,000 $108,019,000 


Year 12 2034 $9,225,000 $44,000 $9,181,000 $122,635,000 $123,044,000 $115,884,000 


Year 13 2035 $9,016,000 $43,000 $8,973,000 $131,607,000 $132,016,000 $123,451,000 


Year 14 2036 $8,809,000 $42,000 $8,767,000 $140,374,000 $140,783,000 $130,726,000 


Year 15 2037 $8,605,000 $41,000 $8,564,000 $148,939,000 $149,348,000 $137,715,000 


Year 16 2038 $8,404,000 $39,000 $8,365,000 $157,304,000 $157,713,000 $144,426,000 


Year 17 2039 $8,206,000 $38,000 $8,168,000 $165,472,000 $165,881,000 $150,864,000 


Year 18 2040 $8,012,000 $37,000 $7,975,000 $173,446,000 $173,856,000 $157,035,000 


Year 19 2041 $7,820,000 $36,000 $7,784,000 $181,231,000 $181,640,000 $162,947,000 


Year 20 2042 $7,632,000 $35,000 $7,597,000 $188,827,000 $189,236,000 $168,605,000 


INTERNAL RATE OF RETURN 139.0% 154.2% N/A 


NET PRESENT VALUE (3% DISCOUNT RATE) $188,830,000 $189,240,000 $168,600,000 


BENEFIT - COST RATIO 64.27 74.5 N/A 
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Table 15: Costs and Benefits (Discounted, 7%) 


Year 
Project 
Year 


Annual 
Benefits  


Annual 
Costs  


Net Costs 
&Benefits  


Net Cumulative 
Costs & Benefits 


(Total) 


Net Cumulative Costs 
& Benefits (ATP 


Request) 


Net Cumulative 
Costs & Benefits 


(No Build) 
Year -6 2016 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 


Year -5 2017 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 


Year -4 2018 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 


Year -3 2019 $0 $153,000 -$153,000 -$153,000 -$122,000 $0 


Year -2 2020 $0 $546,000 -$546,000 -$699,000 -$559,000 $0 


Year -1 2021 $0 $621,000 -$621,000 -$1,320,000 -$1,056,000 $0 


Year 0 2022 $0 $387,000 -$387,000 -$1,706,000 -$1,365,000 $0 


Year 1 2023 $8,963,000 $47,000 $8,916,000 $7,210,000 $7,551,000 $8,854,000 


Year 2 2024 $8,454,000 $44,000 $8,410,000 $15,620,000 $15,961,000 $17,108,000 


Year 3 2025 $7,972,000 $41,000 $7,931,000 $23,550,000 $23,892,000 $24,798,000 


Year 4 2026 $7,515,000 $38,000 $7,476,000 $31,027,000 $31,368,000 $31,958,000 


Year 5 2027 $7,082,000 $36,000 $7,047,000 $38,073,000 $38,415,000 $38,621,000 


Year 6 2028 $6,673,000 $34,000 $6,640,000 $44,713,000 $45,054,000 $44,818,000 


Year 7 2029 $6,286,000 $31,000 $6,255,000 $50,968,000 $51,309,000 $50,579,000 


Year 8 2030 $5,920,000 $29,000 $5,891,000 $56,859,000 $57,200,000 $55,930,000 


Year 9 2031 $5,574,000 $27,000 $5,547,000 $62,406,000 $62,747,000 $60,899,000 


Year 10 2032 $5,247,000 $26,000 $5,222,000 $67,627,000 $67,969,000 $65,509,000 


Year 11 2033 $4,938,000 $24,000 $4,915,000 $72,542,000 $72,883,000 $69,784,000 


Year 12 2034 $4,647,000 $22,000 $4,624,000 $77,166,000 $77,508,000 $73,746,000 


Year 13 2035 $4,371,000 $21,000 $4,350,000 $81,517,000 $81,858,000 $77,415,000 


Year 14 2036 $4,111,000 $19,000 $4,092,000 $85,609,000 $85,950,000 $80,810,000 


Year 15 2037 $3,866,000 $18,000 $3,848,000 $89,457,000 $89,798,000 $83,950,000 


Year 16 2038 $3,635,000 $17,000 $3,618,000 $93,074,000 $93,416,000 $86,853,000 


Year 17 2039 $3,417,000 $16,000 $3,401,000 $96,475,000 $96,816,000 $89,533,000 


Year 18 2040 $3,211,000 $15,000 $3,196,000 $99,671,000 $100,012,000 $92,006,000 


Year 19 2041 $3,017,000 $14,000 $3,003,000 $102,674,000 $103,015,000 $94,287,000 


Year 20 2042 $2,834,000 $13,000 $2,821,000 $105,495,000 $105,836,000 $96,388,000 


INTERNAL RATE OF RETURN 130.1% 144.7% N/A 


NET PRESENT VALUE (7% DISCOUNT RATE) $105,490,000 $105,840,000 $96,390,000 


BENEFIT - COST RATIO 48.12 56.8 N/A 
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Notes 


i American Community Survey, five-year estimates (2010-2014) 
ii American Community Survey, five-year estimates (2010-2014) 
iii American Community Survey, five-year estimates (2010-2014) 
iv U.S. Census (2010) 
v U.S. Census (2010) 
vi http://www.bikeleague.org/sites/default/files/BFC_Master_Spring_2015.pdf 
vii http://www.walkfriendly.org/communities/list.cfm 
viii American Community Survey, five-year estimates (2010-2014) 
ix Based on the 25th percentile commute bicycle mode split of peer geographies 
x Based on the 25th percentile commute walk mode split of peer geographies 
xi NHTS (2009). <http://nhts.ornl.gov/tables09/fatcat/2009/aptl_TRPTRANS_WHYTRP1S.html> 
xii Ibid. 
xiii Safe Routes National Center for Safe Routes to School, Trends in Walking and Bicycling to School from 2007 to 2013 
(2015). <http://www.saferoutesinfo.org/sites/default/files/SurveyTrends_2007-13_final1.pdf> 
xiv NHTS (2009). <http://nhts.ornl.gov/tables09/fatcat/2009/aptl_TRPTRANS_WHYTRP1S.html> 
xv Ibid. 
xvi Ibid. 
xvii Average Annual Emissions and Fuel Consumption for Gasoline-Fueled Passenger Cars and Light Trucks, EPA (2008). 
<https://www3.epa.gov/otaq/consumer/420f08024.pdf> 
xviii Average Annual Emissions and Fuel Consumption for Gasoline-Fueled Passenger Cars and Light Trucks, EPA (2008). 
<https://www3.epa.gov/otaq/consumer/420f08024.pdf> 
xix Average Annual Emissions and Fuel Consumption for Gasoline-Fueled Passenger Cars and Light Trucks, EPA (2008). 
<https://www3.epa.gov/otaq/consumer/420f08024.pdf> 
xx Average Annual Emissions and Fuel Consumption for Gasoline-Fueled Passenger Cars and Light Trucks, EPA (2008). 
<https://www3.epa.gov/otaq/consumer/420f08024.pdf> 
xxi Technical Support Document: Technical Update of the Social Cost of Carbon for Regulatory Impact Analysis Under 
Executive Order 12866. <https://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/omb/inforeg/scc-tsd-final-july-2015.pdf> 
xxii State Indicators Report on Physical Activity, CDC. (2014) 
<http://www.cdc.gov/physicalactivity/downloads/pa_state_indicator_report_2014.pdf> 
xxiii Ibid. 
xxiv Inadequate Physical Activity and Health Care Expenditures in the United States. 
<http://www.cdc.gov/nccdphp/dnpao/docs/carlson-physical-activity-and-healthcare-expenditures-final-
508tagged.pdf> 
xxv "Our Driving Costs, AAA (2016). <http://exchange.aaa.com/automobiles-travel/automobiles/driving-
costs/#.Vw_xCPkrKUk> 
xxvi Crashes vs. Congestion: What's the Cost to Society? AAA (2011). 
<http://www.camsys.com/pubs/2011_AAA_CrashvCongUpd.pdf> 
xxvi Kitamura, R., Zhao, H., and Gubby, A. R. Development of a Pavement Maintenance Cost Allocation Model. Institute of 
Transportation Studies, University of California, Davis. <https://trid.trb.org/view.aspx?id=261768> 
xxvii Revised Departmental Guidance on Valuation of Travel Time in Economic Analysis (Revision 2 - corrected). 
<http://www.dot.gov/office-policy/transportation-policy/guidance-value-time> 
xxviii Crashes vs. Congestion: What's the Cost to Society? AAA (2011). 
<http://www.camsys.com/pubs/2011_AAA_CrashvCongUpd.pdf> 
xxix Kitamura, R., Zhao, H., and Gubby, A. R. Development of a Pavement Maintenance Cost Allocation Model. Institute of 
Transportation Studies, University of California, Davis. <https://trid.trb.org/view.aspx?id=261768> 
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CITY OF SUNNYVALE 
MAUDE AVENUE ROADWAY ALLOCATION STUDY 
PROJECT MEETING  
Summary of Community Meeting 
Tuesday March 8, 2016 


The City of Sunnyvale hosted a community meeting on March 8th, from 6:30-8:00 
p.m. to present and discuss options to provide bicycle facilities along Maude
Avenue between North Mathilda Avenue and North Fair Oaks Avenue. The
meeting was held at Bishop Elementary School – 450 North Sunnyvale Avenue
in Sunnyvale. Approximately one hundred community members attended the
meeting.


City staff Manuel Pineda (Public Works Director), Shahid Abbas (City 
Transportation and Traffic Manager), Liz Racca-Johnson (City Project Manager), 
and Humza Javed (City Senior Engineer) attended the meeting. Adam Dankberg 
(Kimley-Horn Project Manager), Daniel Carley and Jake Hermle (Kimley-Horn 
Project Engineers); and Eileen Goodwin (Apex Strategies, Community Outreach 
Lead) represented the project team.  


This was the first meeting with the community regarding this project. The purpose 
of the community meeting was to get input from the community on the project 
improvement alternatives and on issues related to bicycle accommodation and 
on-street parking. 


Meeting Summary 


The meeting started at approximately 6:30 p.m. In addition to the personnel there 
to answer questions and present information, approximately one hundred (100) 
members of the public attended. Eighty percent (80%) of those at the meeting 
indicated they received the mailed meeting notice. Additional noticing efforts 
mentioned included the S.N.A.I.L. neighborhood group e-mail address and 
NextDoor. Word of mouth was acknowledged by approximately 10% of the 
attendees as the means they found out about the meeting. Eighty-five percent 
(85%) indicated they were neighbors to the project with about 15% of the 
attendees indicating they were bicyclists in the area and one self-identified 
commute driver along Maude Avenue. 


After a brief introduction by the City’s Project Manager, the Kimley-Horn project 
manager delivered a power point presentation. The presentation was given to 
orient the attendees to the purpose of the project, existing conditions, and explain 
the three proposed improvement alternatives for the corridor. Two of the 
alternatives included a bike lane; one alternative did not. In addition to the three 
proposed alternatives, Kimley-Horn also introduced an option for an additional 
westbound lane west of Borregas Avenue. This option could be applied to any of 
the three alternatives.  
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Meeting Summary 


The community meeting on the Maude Avenue Roadway Allocation project was 
well attended, with approximately 100 residents in attendance. Several of those 
in attendance expressed the desire for a broader distribution of the meeting 
notification to the greater community as a whole. 


Themes heard at the meeting included discussion regarding the desire to 
improve bicycle safety, concern about parking impact, and concern about traffic 
congestion and traffic growth. The community was approximately evenly split 
between the desire to provide safe bicycle facilities and the corresponding 
concern about the resulting parking impacts. This was reflected in both the 
feedback provided at the meeting and via e-mail to City staff. Those in support of 
the bicycle lanes cited the desire to improve safety, improve the citywide bike 
network, balance facilities between the various modes, improve sight distance, 
and encourage bicycle activity. Those opposed to the bicycle lanes primarily 
cited impacts to other neighborhood streets from a shift in on-street parking and 
inconvenience or difficulty in access for land uses along Maude Avenue. 
Attendees did not support the alternative that removed of the center turn lane. 
Alternative 1 received approximately 35 percent of the dots, Alternative 2 
received approximately 15 percent, and Alternative 3 received approximately 50 
percent. 


Many of those in attendance and providing feedback via e-mail reacted favorably 
to the pedestrian improvements included in the plan. There were no concerns 
raised regarding those improvements. Many residents expressed concerns about 
increases in traffic in this area. 
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Appendix - Photos from the Meeting 
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Part II of II: Best Practices Design Guide
fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle_pedestrian/publications/sidewalk2/sidewalks208.cfm


Designing Sidewalks and Trails for Access
A pedestrian crossing is defined as any location where the pedestrian leaves the sidewalk and enters the roadway.
At a pedestrian crossing, the pedestrian's path of travel crosses the motorist's path of travel. Pedestrian crossings
include midblock crossings and street intersections. At midblock crossings, pedestrians generally encounter traffic
moving in two directions. At signal phasing, traffic is usually moving in multiple directions because of turning
vehicles. Overpasses and underpasses route pedestrians above or below vehicular traffic and therefore are
addressed as variations in the design of the sidewalk corridor and are included as part of Chapter 4.


Figure 8-1. Pedestrian crossings should be designed to be accessible to all
pedestrians.


Designing an effective pedestrian crossing involves the correct layout of a
variety of elements including:


Information/signs, signals and markings;


The turning radius;


Crosswalks;


Crossing times;


Medians;


Refuge islands and slip lanes;


Curb ramps;


Sight lines;


Traffic patterns; and


Onset of signal phases


A design that carefully considers each of these elements is the first step in the creation of an effective pedestrian
crossing. Equally important, however, is the way in which these elements are combined. Sometimes variations in
the design will be necessary in order for elements to be combined appropriately. More complicated pedestrian
crossings, including roundabouts, skewed intersections, and streets with rail tracks are discussed in this chapter and
in Chapter 9.


8.1 Barriers to pedestrian access


Pedestrians are at risk whenever they cross the roadway. The degree of risk depends on the complexity of the
vehicular and pedestrian traffic patterns and the effectiveness of supplementary information provided regarding the
crossing location, direction, and duration. At street intersections, turning vehicles and the speed at which they travel
pose the greatest threat to pedestrians because the motorist's attention is focused primarily on other motorists.
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In addition to the geometric design of the intersection, pedestrian safety also relies heavily on the information that is
provided to pedestrians (e.g., signs or signals). All pedestrians, including people with vision impairments, need the
same information at an intersection. Providing vital information in multiple, accessible formats (e.g., visual, auditory,
tactile) also benefits all pedestrians since information is better recognized and remembered if it is understood by
multiple senses. Generally, the more complex the crossing, the more important it is to have accessible information
about the crossing location, direction, and duration. More detailed information about accessible pedestrian
information is provided in Chapter 6.


8.1.1 Movement barriers


A movement barrier is anything that restricts an individual's ability to physically move along or within the sidewalk
and crosswalk environment. The greatest movement barriers for pedestrians at pedestrian crossings are:


Long crossing distances;


Short signal timing;


Medians and islands without ramps or cut-throughs;


Curbs without curb ramps;


Curb ramps without level landing;


Pedestrian actuated signal devices that are difficult to activate or in hard to reach locations; and


Lack of information during pedestrian signal phase.


Figure 8-2. Crossing an alley is difficult for people with vision
impairments if the motorist's sight lines are short and the
crosswalk is raised to enhance access for people with
mobility impairments. Detectable warnings are critical
whenever the crosswalk is flush with the curb.


8.1.2 Information barriers


Information barriers restrict an individual's ability to utilize
information contained within the sidewalk environment. The
greatest information barriers for pedestrians at crossing
locations are:


Conditions that make it difficult to identify the boundary between the sidewalk and street;


Blocked sight lines;


Signal devices (including actuated) that do not provide accessible information;


Lack of accessible information about the pedestrian crossing location, direction, or interval;


Crosswalk locations that are only detectable by sight;


Vehicular actuation mechanisms that make the onset and duration of signal phases unpredictable without
accessible pedestrian signal information;


Exclusive pedestrian phases (i.e., motorists stopped in all directions), without accessible pedestrian signal
information for people with vision impairments to determine the crossing phase;


Motorists making right turns during a red light;


Nonsignalized slip lanes or roundabouts that permit a continuous flow of vehicular traffic;
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Rectilinear or unusual geometrics in the design of the intersection where the crossing location and correct
direction of travel is not clear;


Small signage or pedestrian signals at intersections with long crossing distances; and


Short WALK intervals that do not provide pedestrians with slower starting times sufficient time to verify that
the WALK interval has begun.


Figure 8-3. GOOD DESIGN: At wide intersections,
pedestrian access can be enhanced through a variety of
features including ladder marking of crosswalks,
perpendicular curb ramps, curb extensions with
landscaping, detectable warnings, medians, and
accessible pedestrian signals.


8.1.3 Design solutions


Techniques that can help improve pedestrian conditions
and access at intersections are outlined in the following list
and expanded in the subsequent sections:


Install a center median to provide a refuge for slower
pedestrians;


Install accessible pedestrian signals to assist in
providing people with vision impairments enough time
to cross the street;


Increase crossing times so that people who walk
slowly will have sufficient time to cross before the
signal indication changes;


Increase the crossing times so that people who delay the start of their crossing to confirm the WALK interval
will have sufficient time to cross before the signal indication changes;


Restrict right turns on red;


Enhance the visibility of the crosswalk markings or consider a raised crosswalk with detectable warnings
(truncated domes) at both ends;


Reduce crossing distances and increase visibility through the construction of curb extensions;


Reduce traffic speed;


Clarify the pedestrian crossing area by installing raised crosswalks with detectable warnings (truncated
domes) installed at both ends;


Provide pedestrian lead time and an accessible pedestrian signal so pedestrians, including those with vision
impairments, can assert themselves in the crosswalk before motorists start making right and left turns;


Provide midblock signalized crossing with accessible pedestrian signal opportunities at busy intersections to
encourage people to cross where there are fewer potential points of conflict between pedestrians and
motorists;


Provide a curb extension to decrease crossing distances and increase pedestrian visibility; and


Add traffic and pedestrian signal indications if they do not already exist.


In addition, if commercial facilities are primarily located on one side of a very busy street, public transportation, such
as buses, should drop people off on the commercial side of the street whenever feasible to reduce the number of
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crossings.


Case Study 8-1
Eagle Point, Oregon, improved access to its downtown intersections by moving utility poles, constructing new
sidewalks, and implementing other accessibility features.


8.5.3 Recommendations for enhancing
pedestrian safety and access


Zegeer, Stuart, and Huang emphasized that the
needs of pedestrians to safely cross streets cannot be
ignored and that engineering and roadway treatments
should be used to minimize the pedestrian crash risk.
Based on these recommendations, it is not
appropriate to always remove crosswalk markings
from multi-lane roadways with high average daily
traffic. Instead, the markings should be enhanced with
appropriate additional pedestrian treatments such as
signing, traffic calming, signalization, or other
countermeasures.


Zegeer, Stuart and Huang (1999) offered a variety of
recommendations based on the results of their research. Although the study was focused on safety issues, it is
interesting to note that the majority of their recommendations for improving pedestrian safety would improve access
for people with disabilities. Based on these research results and recommendations for enhancing access to
pedestrian rights-of-way (U.S. Access Board, 1999a), the following recommendations are made for the design of
pedestrian crosswalks:


Design crosswalks as enhanced crossings that combine highly visible markings (ladder striping) with
additional pedestrian treatments, such as shorter crossing distances, traffic calming, and medians;


Design crosswalks so that all pedestrians can travel within the marked area throughout the entire crossing.
Crosswalk designs should provide for a 1.22 m (48 in) clear space at the bottom of diagonal curb ramps;


Avoid restrictions for pedestrians to cross on only one leg of an intersection unless a solid barrier and
accessible information about the restricted crossing pattern is provided to pedestrians with visual
impairments;


Ensure that midblock crossings will be detectable by and accessible to pedestrians with vision impairments;


Maintain crosswalk markings and consider additional treatments whenever a street is resurfaced;


Do not install marked crosswalks without additional treatments, such as traffic calming and signing, on multi-
lane roadways with high average daily traffic;


Provide raised medians and curb extensions on multi-lane roads;


Consider traffic signals and pedestrian actuated signal devices at difficult or problematic pedestrian crossings;


Consider flashing signals and lights and advanced warning signs to increase the visibility of the crosswalk;


Install traffic calming measures to reduce vehicle speeds (see Chapter 10);
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Increase the crossing time if the crossing is signalized;


Maintain the expected pedestrian travel pattern;


Design corners with smaller turning radii; and


Provide generous sight distances and unobstructed sight lines between vehicles and pedestrians.


8.6 Crossing times


People's decision and reaction times before they start walking, as well as their walking pace, vary depending on
several factors. Older pedestrians and pedestrians with vision or cognitive impairments may all require longer
starting times to verify that cars have stopped. They may also have slower reaction times and slower walking
speeds. Both powered and manual wheelchair users on level or downhill slopes may travel faster than other
pedestrians. But on uphill slopes, manual wheelchair users have slower travel speeds. At intersections without
accessible information to indicate the onset and direction of the WALK interval, people with vision impairments
require longer starting times to verify that their pedestrian interval has started and it is appropriate to cross safely.
Additional information about accessible pedestrian signals can be found in Chapter 6.


The MUTCD standard identifies a "normal" walking speed as 1.22 m/s (4 ft/s). However, research indicates that the
majority of pedestrians walk at a speed that is slower than this and that 15 percent of pedestrians walk at speeds
less than 1.065 m/s (3.5 ft/s) (Kell and Fullerton, 1982). The latter group includes a large proportion of people with
ambulatory impairments and older adults. As the population ages, the number of pedestrians traveling at slower
walking speeds is increasing. Therefore, it is recommended that the calculation of all crossing times be based on a
walking speed of no more than 1.065 m/s (3.5 ft/s). The City of San Francisco calculates pedestrian crossing times
based on a walking speed of 855 mm/s (2.8 ft/s).


In the past, transportation manuals have recommended longer crossing times at intersections with high volumes of
older adults or people with mobility impairments. However, every intersection will be used by a variety of pedestrians
including some individuals who walk slowly and others who walk quickly. Therefore, adjusting crossing times based
on 1.065 m/s (3.5 ft/s) should be considered at all intersections. Longer pedestrian signal cycles are strongly
recommended at crossings that are unusually long or difficult to negotiate. Longer signal cycles are also
recommended for crossings, such as those that provide access to a rehabilitation or senior center, where a higher
proportion of the potential users may have a slower walking speed. Engineers are also encouraged to consider
recent advancements in technology that can detect pedestrians in the crosswalk and extend the pedestrian interval
as needed. Note that accessible pedestrian signals may be necessary since pedestrians who are blind may not
know how the signals cycle.


Figure 8-14. A ramped median should have a level landing that is at least 915 mm (36 in) wide and 1.22 m (48 in)
long. A minimum 1.525 m (60 in) x 1.525 m (60 in) level landing is preferred.


If crossing times cannot be reduced, crossing distance should be decreased to benefit pedestrians who need more
time to cross or who may require a rest or break during long or complex crossings. Crossing distances can be
reduced by extending the sidewalk into the parking lane, by narrowing the existing lanes, or by providing medians to
divide the crossing into two segments.


8.8 Corner islands


In addition to medians, raised pedestrian refuge areas are sometimes installed between the independent right turn
lane and the intersection through lanes. The right turn lane is often called a right slip lane because motorists are not
expected to come to a complete stop at the intersection. Right slip lanes are designed to improve traffic flow by
minimizing the drivers need to stop at an intersection; therefore, driver speeds through the crosswalk tend to
increase. To limit motorist speeds, a compound curve radius should be used (see Section 8.3 for details). Even if
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vehicle speeds are somewhat controlled by the radius of the corner, a right turn slip lane still creates significant
access barriers for pedestrians. For example:


Figure 8-18. This corner island was installed at a corner with a
compound curve radius. This design allows the use of larger
turning radii where required, and pedestrians benefit from the
positive aspects of a tight corner that forces drivers to
decrease speeds.


Figure 8-19. Corner islands with cut-throughs should be at
least 915 mm (36 in) wide (1.525 m (60 in) preferred) at all
locations and include 610 mm (24 in) strips of detectable
warnings.


Typical corner flow patterns are altered, which make it
difficult for those with vision or cognitive impairments to
detect and understand crossing locations;


The area available at the corner for pedestrians waiting to
cross is reduced and drivers advance views of
pedestrians waiting to cross is very short;


Traffic flow crossing cues for people with vision impairments are
reduced because turning traffic masks the sounds of stop and
go flows at the intersection; and


Drivers often fail to yield the right-of-way to pedestrians waiting
to cross, particularly individuals with vision impairments who
cannot establish eye contact with the driver.


Figure 8-20. Ramped islands should include detectable warnings
and have a level landing.


The benefits of right turn slip lanes are focused on improving the
flow of vehicular traffic. However, given the significant drawbacks of
right turn lanes separated by a corner island (see Figure 8-18) for
pedestrians with and without disabilities, designers and engineers
are challenged to develop alternate solutions that will not
compromise access or safety. If a right turn slip lane is deemed
necessary despite the drawbacks, the island should be raised
and contain cut-throughs or ramps. In addition, design features
should be installed to control or calm the traffic, such as
pedestrian-activated signals, or raised crosswalks with
detectable warnings. If cut-throughs are used, they should be
at least 915 mm (36 in) wide (1.525 m (60 in) preferred). If
ramps are provided, the passage should be at least 915 mm
(36 in) wide (1.525 m (60 in) preferred), with a center landing at
least 1.22 m (48 in) (1.525 m (60 in) preferred). The ramp slope
must not exceed 8.3 percent. Both ramps and cut-throughs
should include a 610 mm (24 in) strip of detectable warnings at
the island/street interface.


8.9 Improving sight lines at intersections
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At pedestrian crossings, generous sight distances and unobstructed sight lines will allow motorists and pedestrians
to detect each other in time to avoid collisions. Motorists also need appropriate sight distances to see traffic signals
in time to stop. Sight lines should be designed so that the motorist can observe the movement of the pedestrian for a
long enough period of time to accurately determine the pedestrian's speed. If the motorist has only a brief glimpse of
the pedestrian, as at right turn slip lanes, and cannot observe the pedestrian's speed, he or she may overestimate
the speed of slower pedestrians and not sufficiently slow his or her approach to the crosswalk.


Figure 8-21. The parking lane in this illustration extends all the
way to the crosswalk and prevents drivers from seeing
pedestrians starting to cross the street. Parking lanes should be
set back from the corner to increase the sight lines of motorists.


While bollards, landscaping, benches, and bus shelters make
pedestrian areas more inviting by calming traffic and providing
amenities, they can also clutter the environment and limit the
sight distance for motorists and pedestrians waiting to cross the
intersection. Small children and people in wheelchairs are
particularly vulnerable when sight lines are blocked. They may be
unable to see over the obstacles and are at lower heights than
drivers anticipate.


Figure 8-22. Curb extensions improve visibility between
pedestrians and motorists and make it easier to install
perpendicular curb ramps with level landings. Regulations that
prohibit parking at the corner can also improve blocked sight
lines.


The best way to improve pedestrian visibility at an intersection is
to install curb extensions to prevent parking at intersection
corners and improve the visibility of pedestrians to motorists. Low
landscaping or grass can be added to the curb extension to
clarify the appropriate path of travel for individuals with vision
impairments. In addition, the following steps should be
considered:


Trim vegetation, relocate signs and utilities, and eliminate
visual clutter;


Prohibit parking near the intersection corner;


Provide raised medians and crosswalks; and


Provide an advance stop line before a marked crosswalk on a multi-lane road.
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Appendix B. Program Elements 


This Appendix details specific elements of SRTS programs that are recommended for the San Diego region. 
Elements are organized into four categories: Data Collection and Evaluation, SRTS Coordination, Technical 
Support, and Outreach and Awareness Campaigns. 


Each recommended program includes a brief description of the elements, a discussion of programs in San 
Diego, and best practices programs nationwide. Documented efficacy provides background into studied 
impacts of the program. Peer-reviewed literature or evaluation of a specific program is presented where 
available. Preliminary cost estimates are based on a standard cost to implement the program, including both 
start-up cost (including materials or template development) and ongoing cost of implementation by school or 
district. Finally, the benefit and potential efficacy of the program is identified from a regional standpoint.  


Data Collection and Evaluation 


Bicycle and Pedestrian Traffic Counts 
Description: Automatic counters or manual counts performed by staff or volunteers provide an estimate of 


walking and/or bicycling activity. These counts can track changes over time and indicate 
program effectiveness or need. Manual counts can be more expensive, but can also collect 
information about gender, bicyclist age, helmet use, and turning movements. 


Manual or video counts are required to differentiate students walking or biking from adults, to 
distinguish between walkers/bikers and students who were dropped off near school, and to 
capture turning movements, which are used to evaluate the need for crossing guards or other 
infrastructure improvements. 


Example Programs 
in San Diego: 


SANDAG owns stationary counters. Additional counters could be purchased and placed near 
schools to count bicyclists and pedestrians, but which cannot differentiate youth from adult 
travelers. 


Rady Children’s Hospital implements the Active4Me Program in Southeastern San Diego. 


Best Practice 
Programs: 


Los Angeles County’s Bicycle and Pedestrian Counts are annual volunteer manual counts at 
120 locations. 


The City of Portland’s Bicycle Count Program conducts annual volunteer manual counts as well 
as automatic counts at key locations. The City identifies high-priority locations, as well as 
additional locations to be counted given sufficient volunteers. Volunteers attend a mandatory 
training and submit their forms online. Automatic counts focus on bridges to identify seasonal 
variations in bicycle traffic. 


The University of California Berkeley’s Safe Transportation Research and Education Center 
(SAFETREC) is conducting an evaluation of SRTS programs throughout California.  


Documented 
Efficacy: 


N/A; counts build support for SRTS programs and contribute to a Report Card that tracks the 
status of biking and walking in the community. 


Recommendation: Develop a methodology with template forms, dates, and hours for counting bicyclists and 
pedestrians near schools. Encourage data collection on before-and-after data for infrastructure 
projects. Provide training for jurisdictions to conduct their own counts and submit the data to 
SANDAG for inclusion in SRTS Report Card/Evaluation Report. 
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40 ⃒ SANDAG Regional SRTS Implementation Framework Project 


Cost Estimate: Start-up cost: none. 


Ongoing cost: $150,000 annually for a full-time equivalent (FTE) SANDAG staff person at 
$100,000 per year, plus approximately $50,000 per year benefits and overhead. Could be less for 
part time or contractor staff. 


Priority High. Much of the SRTS elements depend on a coordinator to set meetings and events, 
communicate between implementers, and conduct other SRTS activities.  


Regional SRTS Brand 
Description: A regional SRTS brand would provide an overarching look and feel to SANDAG’s SRTS programs, 


increasing the visibility of Safe Routes to School programs region-wide. The existing SchoolPool 
brand could be considered, along with other SRTS that emphasize the safety and active 
transportation aspects of SRTS program elements. 


Example Programs 
in San Diego: 


Many programs conduct a logo contest as part of the program kickoff to create a brand for that 
particular program.   


Rady Children’s Hospital and Circulate San Diego uses the TARC SRTS logo, which can be 
changed to reflect the location of the program.    


Best Practice 
Programs: 


East Central Wisconsin SRTS has an overarching brand for their ten-county region.  They have a 
centralized website with branded materials, sign-ups to reserve a bike fleet or bike blender for 
school events, and information on each participating school. 


Documented 
Efficacy: 


A regional brand will help build a shared identity for the regional SRTS program and add 
visibility and legitimacy to local programs. 


Recommendation: Develop a regional Safe Routes to School brand.  Assemble a branding task force with 
representatives from schools, PTA, etc. Consider engaging students in the decision-making 
process. Special care should be taken to ensure that the brand resonates well with all grade 
levels.  Consider building off TARC’s logo and branding.   


Funding Source: SANDAG staff time or grant-funded. 


Cost Estimate: Start-up cost: $10,000 for designer to create logo and template documents. Could be in-house 
SANDAG graphic designer or potential for partnership with design students at local universities. 


Ongoing cost: none. 


Priority: Medium. A unified logo and brand would make the regional program more recognizable within 
the community, but communities may desire using the branding that they have previously 
developed, and the program could use the iCommute branding. 


Technical Support  


Walk Audit/Mobility Workshop with Suggested Route Plans and Maps 
Description: A Walk Audit or Mobility Workshop provides background for parents about barriers to active 


transportation options, and identifies potential solutions to those barriers.  This workshop 
provides information for development of an Infrastructure Improvement Plan, which shows 
prioritized infrastructure issues around the school.  Suggested Route to School maps can also be 
developed to help families choose the best route for walking or biking to school. 
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Example Programs 
in San Diego: 


Audits have been implemented in City Heights, Chula Vista, La Mesa, Imperial Beach, Lemon 
Grove, San Ysidro, Encinitas, and Santee.   


The La Mesa SRTS Program created “Parent-Suggested” Route Maps that also included older 
adult volunteer roles (i.e., intersection post, block or corridor post, and valet). 


The San Ysidro SRTS Program and Lemon Grove SRTS Program created parent preferred route 
maps that detailed where parents currently walk or would walk if improvements were made.   


Deficiency maps have been developed in Chula Vista, City Heights, La Mesa, Encinitas and 
Santee.  


San Ysidro and Lemon Grove are creating ‘heat maps’ of where people are currently walking 
and where they would like to walk. The school community’s top priorities are common routes 
among many parents. Infrastructure improvement will be prioritized based on identified routes 
where more families walk.   


Best Practice 
Programs: 


The Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) published Safe Routes to School Briefing Sheets, 
including guidance on Walking and Bicycling Audits and School Route Maps.  


Santa Clarita, CA partnered with three school districts to develop a citywide Suggested Routes 
to School Plan that includes maps for all the schools. 


Washington State requires school districts to develop suggested route maps for all elementary 
schools with students who walk to or from school. 


Davis, CA developed user-friendly Suggested Route Maps that include helpful information like 
crossing guard locations, estimated walking times, and bicycle parking locations. 


Palo Alto’s Walk and Roll to School Maps include tips to bike, walk, skate, and drive safely. 


The City of Roseville provides Walking School Bus routes and stops on their route maps. 


Documented 
Efficacy: 


Suggested route maps are a component of many successful Safe Routes to School programs, 
however their efficacy as a stand-alone measure has not been studied. 


The Federal Highway Administration and CA-Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices 
(MUTCD) recommends that all schools develop school walk routes.  


Infrastructure Improvement Plans help schools secure funding for infrastructure improvements.  
Both Chula Vista and La Mesa have received over $3 million each in SRTS related infrastructure 
improvements. 


Recommendation: Provide technical assistance or access to consultants to provide participating schools with Walk 
Audits/Mobility Workshops and create infrastructure improvement plans and suggested route 
maps. Number of audits is dependent on budget and program framework, and identified high-
needs schools should be prioritized. 


Create standard for updating infrastructure improvement plans and suggested route maps.  


Ask participating schools to promote their suggested route maps in the in parent handbooks, 
on the school website, etc.  


Cost Estimate: Start-up cost: $7,000 per school for community walk audit, improvement plan, and suggested 
route map. 


Ongoing cost: none. 


Funding Source: This program could be implemented by a SRTS coordinator with staff time through a larger 
SRTS program. 


Priority: High. Funding even a minimal number of walk audits each year positions schools to apply for 
outside grant funding. 
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Prepared by the National Center for Safe Routes to School       


January 2012


A Comparative Analysis  
of Safe Routes to School Program  
Elements and Travel Mode Outcomes
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KEY FINDINGS OF ANALYSES INCLUDE: 


 – The three high performing schools documented 
a major shift away from the car in both 
morning and afternoon school trips between 
fall 2007 and fall 2009. These changes 
were mostly due to increases in walking and 
bicycling between home and school. In less 
than three years, the percentage of students 
who walked and bicycled to/from high 
performing schools doubled.


 – The three reference schools showed a shift 
away from the car and toward the school bus in 
the morning between fall 2007 and fall 2009, 
but this change was not seen in the afternoon, 
nor was it due to greater levels of walking and 
bicycling.


 – Compared to schools that did not see increases 
in walking and bicycling, schools where walking 
and bicycling increased over time were more 
likely to have strong program leadership 
established by the schools’ principals. The most 
successful schools conducted SRTS activities 
focused directly on increasing walking and 
bicycling more frequently, and maintained 
consistent support for the SRTS program from 
parent groups. These schools also tended 
to implement school policies that supported 
walking or bicycling between home and school.


Study results support the conclusion that 
program leadership, SRTS activity frequency, 
supportive policies and parent group 
engagement play key roles in encouraging 
more  students to walk and bicycle to/
from school. These findings are potentially 
useful for SRTS practitioners, State SRTS 
Program Coordinators and other funders and 
researchers.  Future research should extend 
and enrich these findings by collecting data as 
SRTS programs are implemented over time. 


Shifting Modes: A Comparative Analysis of Safe Routes to School Program Elements and Travel Mode Outcomes 
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Additional Parental Support 
and SRTS Activities


90 percent (46 of 51) of the SRTS activities 
conducted at high performing schools focused 
directly on increasing walking/bicycling. 


In contrast, a little more than 60 percent (22 
of 35) of activities at reference schools had 
such a focus. Examples of activities designed 
to increase walking/bicycling included frequent 
walker/rider programs, walk to school day 
events, and park-and-walk programs. Activities 
not explicitly designed to increase student 
walking and bicycling percentages included 
safety assemblies, speed enforcement in 
school zones, and classroom-based pedestrian 
safety trainings. 


Additional parental support is generated after 
program leadership has been established. 
According to program coordinators across 
the three high performing schools, parental 
support maintained the motivation of SRTS 
leadership and increased the frequency with 
which SRTS activities were conducted. At 
one high performing school for instance, the 
school’s Parent-Teacher Organization (PTO) 
worked with its principal each month to design 
and conduct SRTS activities. In contrast, 
program coordinators at reference schools 
indicated that parental support was either 
sporadic or difficult to detect at all.


An examination of the actions taken by high 
performing and reference schools reveals 
two major differences. First, as a group, high 
performing schools conducted a greater 
number of total activities over the three-
year period than reference schools (51 vs. 
35, respectively) (see Appendix E). Second, 
a higher percentage of the SRTS activities 
conducted at high performing schools focused 
explicitly on increasing the percentage of 
students walking or bicycling. More than 


“We see more children riding bicycles, 
something the parents have really 
supported. I think that the bicycle racks 
we installed helped to get more kids 
bicycling.”


- Transportation Coordinator for Middle
School F (a high performing school)


Shifting Modes: A Comparative Analysis of Safe Routes to School Program Elements and Travel Mode Outcomes 
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Health Information 
This section provides further information regarding the health status for the project area and 
the health benefits that can be realized by the proposed project and program. 


Health Status 


Physical Activity 
Elementary school students in the Sunnyvale school district, and especially at Bishop 
Elementary, fall behind in body composition and aerobic capacity fitness standards compared 
to countywide levels. The percentage of students who are in the Healthy Fitness Zone (HFZ) 
are listed in the table below. HFZ are standards established by The Cooper Institute that 
represent levels of fitness that offer some degree of protection against diseases that can result 
from sedentary living (Data Quest, 2014-2015). Body composition results provide an estimate 
of the percent of a student's weight that is fat in contrast to the "fat-free" body mass made up 
of muscles, bones, and organs. Aerobic capacity assesses the capacity of the cardiorespiratory 
system by measuring endurance.1 


Body composition Aerobic capacity 


Healthy Fitness 
Zone (Data Quest 
2014-15) 


% Grade 
5 in HFZ 


% Grade 
7 in HFZ 


% Grade 
9 in HFZ 


% Grade 
5 in HFZ 


% Grade 
7 in HFZ 


% Grade 
9 in HFZ 


Santa Clara County 65.5% 67.7% 69.1% 72.0% 72.4% 76.3% 


Sunnyvale School 
District 


62.2% 62.1% 69.0% 74.1% 


Bishop Elementary 48.8% 65.9% 


Obesity 
20.9% of adults in the zip code directly surrounding the project corridor (94085) are obese. 
Compare to 17.2% in Sunnyvale, 18.9% in Santa Clara County (CHIS NE, 2011-2012). There are 
higher levels of overweight/obesity in the Sunnyvale School District than in Santa Clara 
County.2  


Students who are overweight or obese (kidsdata.org, 2015) Grade 5 Grade 7 


Santa Clara County 34.5% 32.3% 


1 http://preview.cde.ca.gov/pft/PhysFitness/gls_pft_tasks1011.asp. 
2 Kidsdata.org; California Dept. of Education, Physical Fitness Testing Research Files (Dec. 2015). 
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Students who are overweight or obese (kidsdata.org, 2015) Grade 5 Grade 7 


Sunnyvale School District 37.8% 37.9% 


 


Air Pollution and Asthma 
The census tracts directly adjacent to the project corridor have a greater exposure and 
environmental burden of diesel particulate matter. The census tracts are in the 68th, 72nd, and 
74th percentile. On average, census tracts in Sunnyvale are in the 69th percentile, and census 
tracts in Santa Clara are in the 56th percentile for diesel particulate matter (CalEnviroScreen). 


“Diesel PM is the particle phase of diesel exhaust emitted from diesel engines such as trucks, 
buses, cars, trains, and heavy duty equipment. In urban areas, diesel PM is a major component 
of the particulate air pollution from traffic.3 Children and those with existing respiratory disease, 
particularly asthma, appear to be especially susceptible to the harmful effects of exposure to 
airborne PM from diesel exhaust, resulting in increased asthma symptoms and attacks along 
with decreases in lung function.4 Studies have found strong associations between diesel 
particulate exposure and exacerbation of asthma symptoms in asthmatic children who attend 
school in areas of heavy truck traffic.”5 


From 2012 to 2014, the asthma rate in Santa Clara County increased, as shown below. 


 Santa Clara County Asthma Rates California Asthma Rates 
2012 12.6% 13.7% 
2013 15.2% 15.5% 
2014 14.5% 14.0% 


 


Benefits 
• Safety improvements at the three intersections will make it more attractive and 


accessible for children to walk or bike to school, increasing daily physical activity and 
closing the gap in students meeting Healthy Fitness Zone standards. The project also 
benefits all residents by providing better connectivity to walk or bike to run errands at 
Sunnyvale Square Shopping Center or go to restaurants/businesses along Maude Ave. 


o “One study found that 43 percent of people with safe places to walk within 10 
minutes of home met recommended activity levels; among those without safe 
places to walk just 27 percent met the recommendation.”6  


o Exercise enhances academic performance, attention, and memory for children.7 


3 McCreanor et al., 2007. 
4 McCreanor et al., 2007; Wargo, 2002. 
5 http://oehha.ca.gov/media/CES20FinalReportUpdateOct2014.pdf#page=37; Patel et al. 2010, Spira-Cohen et al. 2011. 
6 http://www.smartgrowthamerica.org/documents/cs/factsheets/cs-health.pdf; Powell, K.E., Martin, L., & Chowdhury, 
P.P. (2003). “Places to walk: convenience and regular physical activity.” American Journal of Public Health, 93, 1519-
1521. 
7  http://activelivingresearch.org/blog/2015/01/infographic-active-kids-learn-better; Castelli, DM, et al. Active 
Education: Growing Evidence on Physical Activity and Academic Performance. San Diego, CA: Active Living 
Research; 2015. Available at www.activelivingresearch.org. 
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• The project complements and supports existing bike lane project on Maude Ave and 
SRTS programming to maximize benefits 


• Develop long-term habits for active transportation to prevent chronic disease and 
promote healthy communities 


o As walking and bicycling to school become more popular and normal activities, 
students and their families are likely to increase the walking and bicycling trips 
they take for other purposes as their confidence and knowledge of comfortable 
routes increases.8  


• Mode shift helps to reduce environmental burden and reverse asthma trends. 
 


8 Dollman, J., and J. Lewis. 2007. Active transport to school as part of a broader habit of walking and cycling among 
South Australian youth. Pediatric Exercise Science, 19, 436-43. 
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Lola Torney <lolatorney@altaplanning.com>


Pam Murdock eintroduction?
4 messages


Lola Torney <lolatorney@altaplanning.com> Thu, Jun 2, 2016 at 8:09 AM
To: "Kawaguchi, Alice" <Alice.Kawaguchi@phd.sccgov.org>, "Veitch, Tonya" <Tonya.Veitch@phd.sccgov.org>


Good morning!
Are you still able to provide an eintroduction for me to Pam Murdock? We are hoping to get confirmation that Columbia
Middle is willing to partner in the second Sunnyvale ATP application. Thank you!


~Lola


 
Lola Torney
Planner
Alta Planning + Design
96 N. Third Street, Suite 200
San José, CA 95112
Direct: 4085648606
www.altaplanning.com 
Creating active communities


Veitch, Tonya <Tonya.Veitch@phd.sccgov.org> Thu, Jun 2, 2016 at 8:25 AM
To: Lola Torney <lolatorney@altaplanning.com>, "Kawaguchi, Alice" <Alice.Kawaguchi@phd.sccgov.org>


Hi Lola,


 


I had a chat yesterday with Pam Murdock so she is now aware of the Sunnyvale ATP grant and forthcoming e‐
introducĕon. As promised, aĥached are the Bishop, Columbia Middle and San Miguel documents. Let me know if you
have any quesĕons re: the documents. In addiĕon, aĥached are the latest Sunnyvale SRTS Collaboraĕve agendas and
meeĕng minutes.


 


The SRTS Coordinator Manual can also be accessed on the Public Health Department website.


 


Santa Clara County SRTS website:  http://www.sccgov.org/sites/sccphd/enus/Residents/
Traffic%20Safety/Pages/SafeRoutestoSchool.aspx


 


SRTS Coordinator Manual direct link: http://www.sccgov.org/sites/sccphd/enus/Residents/
Traffic%20Safety/Documents/SRTS%20Coordinator%20Manual.pdf


 


I will send the eintroduction now.  


Hope this is helpful! Let me know if you have any questions.
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Best of luck!


Tonya


 


Tonya Veitch| Health Planning Specialist II


Santa Clara County Public Health Department


Chronic Disease and Injury Prevenĕon


1400 Parkmoor Ave, Suite 120B


San Jose, CA 95126


(408) 7932798 (p) | (408) 7932731 (f)


tonya.veitch@phd.sccgov.org


 


 


 


From: Lola Torney [mailto:lolatorney@altaplanning.com]  
Sent: Thursday, June 02, 2016 8:09 AM 
To: Kawaguchi, Alice; Veitch, Tonya 
Subject: Pam Murdock e‐introducĕon?


[Quoted text hidden]


NOTICE: This email message and/or its attachments
may contain information that is confidential or restricted.
It is intended only for the individuals named as recipients
in the message. If you are NOT an authorized recipient,
you are prohibited from using, delivering, distributing,
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		Summary Community Meeting #1 Maude Avenue.pdf

		This meeting summary also includes a transcript of the thirty-one (31) meeting comment cards that were handed in at the meeting and e-mails subsequently received by City staff. They are listed in the table below:



		fhwa.dot.gov-Part II of II Best Practices Design Guide (2).pdf

		Part II of II: Best Practices Design Guide

		Designing Sidewalks and Trails for Access

		8.1 Barriers to pedestrian access

		8.1.1 Movement barriers

		8.1.2	Information barriers

		8.1.3	Design solutions

		8.5.3 Recommendations for enhancing pedestrian safety and access

		8.6 Crossing times

		8.8 Corner islands

		8.9 Improving sight lines at intersections





		Health Information.pdf

		Health Information

		Health Status

		Physical Activity

		Obesity

		Air Pollution and Asthma



		Benefits





		SANDAG SRTS Program Recs.pdf

		San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG)

		Regional Safe Routes to School Implementation Framework Project

		Chapter 1. Introduction

		Goals and Considerations of a Regional SRTS Program

		Why a Regional SRTS Program?



		Identifying High-Needs Schools

		Next Steps



		Chapter 2. Existing SRTS Efforts in the San Diego Region

		Regional SRTS Implementation

		SchoolPool

		Healthy Works Program

		San Diego SRTS Coalition

		Data and Evaluation Subcommittee



		SRTS Materials and Resources



		Grant-Funded Local SRTS Implementation

		Future SRTS Funding in the San Diego Region

		Process for Implementing SRTS

		Coordinating Between Local and Grant-Funded SRTS Programs



		Chapter 3. Framework Scenarios

		School Typologies and Program Element Implementation

		Potential Framework Scenarios

		Program Elements

		Option Descriptions

		Program Components by Cost

		Option Benefits

		Example Program Elements

		Example Programs

		Program Components by Cost

		Option Benefits

		Example Program Elements

		Example Programs

		Program Components by Cost

		Option Benefits

		Example Program Elements

		Example Programs

		Program Components by Cost

		Option Benefits

		Example Program Elements

		Example Programs



		Recommended Options



		A. Existing Support

		 B. Regional Coordination

		C. Regional Coordination and High-Needs Assistance

		D. Regional One-on-One Assistance

		Chapter 4. Next Steps

		Priority Regional Tasks

		Formalize a San Diego SRTS Task Force/Coalition

		Create a Website of Existing Resources

		Focus SchoolPool Resources in High-Needs Areas

		Facilitate Data Collection and Evaluation Efforts



		Pilot Regional SRTS Program

		Non-Infrastructure Pilot Project

		Infrastructure Pilot Project



		Conclusions



		Appendix A. Existing Programs in the San Diego Region

		Appendix B. Program Elements

		Data Collection and Evaluation

		Bicycle and Pedestrian Traffic Counts

		Student Hand Tallies

		Parent Surveys

		Student Surveys

		Agency/School Administrator Surveys

		SRTS Report Card/Evaluation Report

		Needs Analysis



		Safe Routes to School Coordination

		Clearinghouse of Best Practice Case Studies/Local Examples

		Online Ride Matching

		Coordination with Universities

		SRTS Coordinator

		Regional SRTS Brand



		Technical Support

		Walk Audit/Mobility Workshop with Suggested Route Plans and Maps

		Policy Support

		Translation/Interpretation Services

		Teacher Training/Seminars



		Outreach and Awareness Campaigns

		Parent Champion Trainings

		Safety Campaign

		Walking School Bus/Bike Buddies

		Walk and Bike to School Days

		Active Transportation Challenge/Competition

		Promotional Competition



		Education Courses

		In-Class Bicycle Safety Education

		Pedestrian Safety Education

		Bicycle Rodeo

		Family Bicycle Workshops





		Appendix C. SRTS Cost Estimates

		Option A. Existing Support

		Option B. Regional Coordination

		Option C.  Regional Coordination and High-Needs Assistance

		Option D.  Regional One-on-One Assistance



		Appendix D. SRTS Funding Sources

		Standard SRTS Funding Sources

		MAP-21 and the Active Transportation Program

		Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Program

		Caltrans Planning & Environmental Justice Grants

		Environmental Justice Grant Program

		Community Based Transportation Grant Program

		Office of Traffic Safety (OTS) Grants



		Healthy Works Program/Communities Putting Prevention to Work

		SANDAG Active Transportation Grant Program

		Kaiser Permanente San Diego Medical Center

		Community Transformation Grants





		Potential SRTS Funding Sources

		Federal and State Sources

		State Highway Operations & Protection Program

		Petroleum Violation Escrow Account (PVEA)

		Land and Water Conservation Fund



		Regional Funding Sources

		TransNet Smart Growth Incentive Program





		Innovative Funding Source Case Studies

		Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) One Bay Area Initiative: Climate Initiatives Program

		Marin County Safe Routes to School

		Alameda County Safe Routes to School

		Santa Barbara County Safe Routes to School

		City of Santa Monica Safe Routes to School

		Mendocino County Public Health Department Safe Routes to School







		SANDAG SRTS Program Recs.pdf

		San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG)

		Regional Safe Routes to School Implementation Framework Project

		Chapter 1. Introduction

		Goals and Considerations of a Regional SRTS Program

		Why a Regional SRTS Program?



		Identifying High-Needs Schools

		Next Steps



		Chapter 2. Existing SRTS Efforts in the San Diego Region

		Regional SRTS Implementation

		SchoolPool

		Healthy Works Program

		San Diego SRTS Coalition

		Data and Evaluation Subcommittee



		SRTS Materials and Resources



		Grant-Funded Local SRTS Implementation

		Future SRTS Funding in the San Diego Region

		Process for Implementing SRTS

		Coordinating Between Local and Grant-Funded SRTS Programs



		Chapter 3. Framework Scenarios

		School Typologies and Program Element Implementation

		Potential Framework Scenarios

		Program Elements

		Option Descriptions

		Program Components by Cost

		Option Benefits

		Example Program Elements

		Example Programs

		Program Components by Cost

		Option Benefits

		Example Program Elements

		Example Programs

		Program Components by Cost

		Option Benefits

		Example Program Elements

		Example Programs

		Program Components by Cost

		Option Benefits

		Example Program Elements

		Example Programs



		Recommended Options



		A. Existing Support

		 B. Regional Coordination

		C. Regional Coordination and High-Needs Assistance

		D. Regional One-on-One Assistance

		Chapter 4. Next Steps

		Priority Regional Tasks

		Formalize a San Diego SRTS Task Force/Coalition

		Create a Website of Existing Resources

		Focus SchoolPool Resources in High-Needs Areas

		Facilitate Data Collection and Evaluation Efforts



		Pilot Regional SRTS Program

		Non-Infrastructure Pilot Project

		Infrastructure Pilot Project



		Conclusions



		Appendix A. Existing Programs in the San Diego Region

		Appendix B. Program Elements

		Data Collection and Evaluation

		Bicycle and Pedestrian Traffic Counts

		Student Hand Tallies

		Parent Surveys

		Student Surveys

		Agency/School Administrator Surveys

		SRTS Report Card/Evaluation Report

		Needs Analysis



		Safe Routes to School Coordination

		Clearinghouse of Best Practice Case Studies/Local Examples

		Online Ride Matching

		Coordination with Universities

		SRTS Coordinator

		Regional SRTS Brand



		Technical Support

		Walk Audit/Mobility Workshop with Suggested Route Plans and Maps

		Policy Support

		Translation/Interpretation Services

		Teacher Training/Seminars



		Outreach and Awareness Campaigns

		Parent Champion Trainings

		Safety Campaign

		Walking School Bus/Bike Buddies

		Walk and Bike to School Days

		Active Transportation Challenge/Competition

		Promotional Competition



		Education Courses

		In-Class Bicycle Safety Education

		Pedestrian Safety Education

		Bicycle Rodeo

		Family Bicycle Workshops





		Appendix C. SRTS Cost Estimates

		Option A. Existing Support

		Option B. Regional Coordination

		Option C.  Regional Coordination and High-Needs Assistance

		Option D.  Regional One-on-One Assistance



		Appendix D. SRTS Funding Sources

		Standard SRTS Funding Sources

		MAP-21 and the Active Transportation Program

		Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Program

		Caltrans Planning & Environmental Justice Grants

		Environmental Justice Grant Program

		Community Based Transportation Grant Program

		Office of Traffic Safety (OTS) Grants



		Healthy Works Program/Communities Putting Prevention to Work

		SANDAG Active Transportation Grant Program

		Kaiser Permanente San Diego Medical Center

		Community Transformation Grants





		Potential SRTS Funding Sources

		Federal and State Sources

		State Highway Operations & Protection Program

		Petroleum Violation Escrow Account (PVEA)

		Land and Water Conservation Fund



		Regional Funding Sources

		TransNet Smart Growth Incentive Program





		Innovative Funding Source Case Studies

		Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) One Bay Area Initiative: Climate Initiatives Program

		Marin County Safe Routes to School

		Alameda County Safe Routes to School

		Santa Barbara County Safe Routes to School

		City of Santa Monica Safe Routes to School

		Mendocino County Public Health Department Safe Routes to School







		AttachmentJ_Demand+CostBenefit.pdf

		Sunnyvale Safe Routes to School Improvements

		Demand Analysis and Cost-Benefit Analysis

		Executive Summary

		Background

		Study Area

		Count Data and Demand Analysis

		Inputs
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Instructions

		ATP  -  Application Instructions for 
Detailed Engineer's Estimate and Total Project Cost- Cycle 3

		• Applicants are expected to use this template for estimating/documenting the cost of construction items and the overall project costs. (eligible & non-participating)
•The Detailed Engineer's Estimate and Total Project Costs must tie to the information presented in Part 1 - 8 of the ATP Application Form.
• Do NOT input values in gray cells. These cells are formula-driven and will automatically update.

		Project (Engineer's) Information

		• The Licensed Engineer in 'responsible charge' of the overall ATP application must review all information presented in this Estimate form and ensure the values are consistent with the corresponding plans included in the application.   This requirement is considered necessary to ensure the ATP application meets the CTC's PSR-Equivalent requirement - including the use of construction items, quantities and unit prices that meeting industry standards for PSR-Equivalents.   The engineer is also expected to review the breakdown of eligible vs. ineligible (non-participating) costs shown in estimate and confirm they are consistent with the ATP Guidelines.

		Engineer's Estimate & Cost Breakdown

		For each construction item in this table, the following items must be filled: 

				Item:           indicate the name of a construction item used in this project.

				Quantity:   indicate the total quantity of each construction item

				Units:        indicate the units of measurement (i.e. Square Feet or SQFT.) Refer to the Unit Cost Guide tab

				Unit Cost:    indicate the unit cost for one quantity.

				Total Item Cost will be automatically calculated once the above information are provided for each line item (row).

				If more rows are needed to account for more construction items (including Overhead, General, or Landscaping) than the standard form has rows for, applicants can add rows by clicking on the 'Add a  line'  button on the right side of the form.   NOTE: Before clicking the button, first click on the Excel row number above where you want to add the line.

				General Overhead:
Costs for these items have been separated out to reduce confusion relating to eligible vs. ineligible costs calculations.    
The % of eligible vs. ineligible costs are automatically calculated based on the ratio of these costs for all of the other construction items.

				Landscaping:
Costs for these items have been separated out to reduce confusion relating to eligible vs. ineligible costs calculations.  
The eligibility of landscaping costs is dependent on if it is considered functional or non-functional (Decorative).   Functional landscaping is 100% eligible. The eligibility of the non-functional (Decorative) landscaping must be considered as part of the 5% maximum allowable for decorative costs. These decorative costs must include all items necessary to prepare for, install, and maintain the non-functional landscaping; including but not limited to: removal of existing concrete, roadway excavation, imported backfill/top-soil, irrigation, plantings, plant establishment, etc.    

		Cost Breakdown             See Caltrans ATP Guidelines, Chapter 22.5 and 22.6 for more details on eligible and ineligible items.

				ATP Eligible Items/costs:   these are expected to represent all construction items that are ATP eligible.   

				% - 		Insert the percentage of the total item cost that is directly attributed to "ATP Eligible items".

				$ - 		This field will automatically calculate once a percentage is entered in the previous question.

				ATP Ineligible (non-participating) Items/costs:  these are expected to represent all construction costs that are not ATP eligible.  The % and costs are automatically calculated based on the "%" value the applicant entered for the eligible costs. 

				To be constructed by Corps/CCC:  these are expected to include all items & costs that will be constructed by the Corps/CCC.

				% - 		Insert the percentage of the total item cost that is directly attributed to "Corps/CCC to construct".

				$ - 		This field will automatically calculate once a percentage is entered in the previous question.

		Subtotals and Contingencies:

				Subtotal of Construction Items:				This field will automatically calculate the total of all construction items indicated above.

				Construction Item Contingencies: 				Insert percentage of contingencies, which is intended to account for the cost of minor construction items not defined at the time the ATP applications are prepared.

				Total (Construction Items 
& Contingencies) cost:				This field will automatically calculate the total from all information indicated above.

		Project Delivery Costs:            The eligible vs. ineligible split is automatically calculated for all Project Delivery Costs.

				Environmental Studies 
and Permits(PA&ED):				Total cost of Environmental Studies and Permits phase of the project. 

				Plans, Specifications and Estimates (PS&E):				Total cost of Plans, Specifications and Estimates phase of the project.    

				Total PE:				This total is automatically calculated. Total of (PA&ED) + (PS&E)     Note: Per the Caltrans Local Assistance Procedures Manual, the total cost for PE should not exceed 25%.  All costs over the 25% must be shown in the application as non-participating.

				Right of Way Engineering				Total cost of Right of Way Engineering, including obtaining the RW Certification.

				Acquisitions and Utilities:				Total cost of  Acquisitions and Utilities.

				Total RW:				This total is automatically calculated. Total of (RW Eng.) + (Acq.&Utilities)

				Construction Engineering (CE):				Total cost of Construction Engineering.    Note: Per the Caltrans Local Assistance Procedures Manual, the total cost for CE should not exceed 15%.   All costs over the 25% must be shown in the application as non-participating.

				Total Project Delivery:				This total is automatically calculated. Total of (CE) + (Con. Item. & Contig.)

		Total Construction Costs:       The eligible vs. ineligible split is automatically calculated for these Costs.

		• This is automatically calculated from all information entered above.  This value is to be used in filling out the application form.  

		Total Project Cost Estimate:          The eligible vs. ineligible split is automatically calculated for the Total Project Costs.

		• This is automatically calculated from all information entered above. 
• This value must represent the total estimated cost of the entire ATP project.
• The application must account for the ineligible (non-participating) costs being funded with local funds.   Because this local funding is considered non-participating, it cannot be considered leveraging or matching funding.  

		Documentation of Ineligible (Non-Participating) Costs:

		The following are examples of how Engineer's can present their logic and calculations for splitting the projects costs between eligible and ineligible (non-participating) costs.

		Example #1 - Pavement Rehabilitation:  The roadway paving and base repair needed for the roadway is within the limits of the new bike lanes and motorized lanes.  The area within the physical limits of the new bike lanes is estimated to be 3'x300'=900' and the area outside these limits is estimated to be 10'x300'=3,000'.   The ATP eligible reimbursement for all costs related to the Pavement Rehabilitation is calculated to be 900/(900+3000) = 23%.   This split was used for Asphalt Concrete, Aggregate Base, and Excavation.

		Example #2 - New roadway lighting:  Of the newly lighted roadway width, the motorized lanes and parking lanes account for 40’ and the bike lanes and sidewalks account for 26’. The ATP eligible reimbursement for all costs related to these streetlights is calculated to be 26/(26+40) = 39%.   This split was used for light poles, conduit, trenching, and new service.

		Example #3 - Decorative Items:  5% of the eligible construction item cost is $46,500 (per the calculation box just below the "Subtotal of Construction Items:").   The project includes decorative pavers (Item 10) which are estimated to cost $30,000 and are shown to be 100% ATP eligible.  The project includes decorative landscaping costs of $70,000 - made up of $10,00 plantings, $20,000 irrigation, $10,000 topsoil, and $30,000 for the necessary AC removal and roadway excavation.    For ease, the $10,000 in plantings is shown as 100% eligible; the $10,000 topsoil and $30,000 for the necessary AC removal & roadway excavation are shown as 100% ineligible (non-participating); and the ATP eligible portion of the irrigation costs is calculated to be $46,500-($30,000+$10,000) = 6,500  => 6,500/20,000 = 62.5%.   



















Engineer Est. & Project Cost

		Detailed Engineer's Estimate and Total Project Costs- Cycle 3

		Important: Read the Instructions in the first sheet (tab) before entering data.     Do not enter data in shaded fields (with formulas).



		Project Information:

		Agency:				City of Sunnyvale																		Date:		6/2/16

		Project Description:						Sunnyvale Safe Routes to School Improvements

		Project Location:						Sunnyvale - Snail Neighborhood

		Licensed Engineer in responsible charge of preparing or reviewing this PSR-Equivalent Cost Estimate:																		Carmen Talavera						License #:				C 76345



		Engineer's Estimate and Cost Breakdown:

		Engineer's Estimate (for Construction Items Only)																Cost Breakdown



																		ATP Eligible Costs/Items				ATP Ineligible Costs/Items 				Corps/CCC
to construct



		Item No.		Item 				F, D or M		Quantity		Units		Unit Cost		Total
Item Cost		%		$		%		$				%		$

		General Overhead-Related Construction Items

		1		Mobilization						1		EA		$6,000.00		$6,000		100%		$6,000		0%		$0				0%		$0				For projects estimates with more Items (Overhead, General, or Landscaping) that than the standard form has rows for, applicants can add rows by clicking on the 'Add a  line'  button below.

Before clicking the button, click on the Excel row number you where you want to add the line

		2		Traffic Control						1		EA		$10,000.00		$10,000		100%		$10,000		0%		$0						$0

		3		Stormwater Protection Plan								EA				$0		100%		$0		0%		$0						$0

		4										LS				$0		100%		$0		0%		$0						$0

		5														$0		100%		$0		0%		$0						$0

		General Construction Items (non-decorative only)

		6		Remove slip lanes and add bulb outs						6		EA		$70,000.00		$420,000		100%		$420,000		0%		$0						$0

		7		Relocate and upgrade traffic signals to accommodate bulb outs and ped/bike equipment						3		EA		$272,905.00		$818,715		100%		$818,715		0%		$0						$0

		8		Install Infrared bike detection system						12		EA		$11,773.75		$141,285		100%		$141,285		0%		$0						$0

		9		Add bulb out						1		EA		$60,000.00		$60,000		100%		$60,000		0%		$0						$0

		10		Install ADA compliant ped countdown traffic signals						18		EA		$5,000.00		$90,000		100%		$90,000		0%		$0						$0

		11		Install green bike box						1		EA		$5,000.00		$5,000		100%		$5,000		0%		$0						$0

		12		Install high visibility crosswalks						8		EA		$5,000.00		$40,000		100%		$40,000		0%		$0						$0

		13		Install directional curb ramps						16		EA		$5,156.25		$82,500		100%		$82,500		0%		$0						$0

		14		Install class II bike lanes						0.76		Mile		$53,600.00		$40,736		100%		$40,736		0%		$0						$0

		15														$0				$0		100%		$0						$0

		16														$0		0%		$0		100%		$0						$0

		17														$0				$0		100%		$0						$0

		Decorative & Landscaping-related Items    (Label items as "F" for Functional, "D" for Decorative,  or "M" for a mix of Decorative and Functional)

		18		Trees								EA				$0				$0		100%		$0						$0

		19		Shrubs/groundcover								SQFT				$0		0%		$0		100%		$0						$0

		20		Irrigation / Water Connection								LS				$0				$0		100%		$0						$0

		21														$0				$0		100%		$0						$0

		22														$0				$0		100%		$0						$0

		23														$0		0%		$0		100%		$0						$0

		24														$0				$0		100%		$0						$0

		Subtotal of Construction Items:														$1,714,236				$1,714,236				$0						$0

																				$85,712		<= 5% of eligible CON costs (max. decorative, if applicable) 



		Construction Item Contingencies (% of Construction Items):												10.00%

Richard Ke: Enter % for Contingencies
		$171,424				$171,424				$0

		Total (Construction Items & Contingencies) cost:														$1,885,660				$1,885,660				$0



		Project Delivery Costs:

		Type of Project Cost												Cost $

		Preliminary Engineering (PE)																		ATP Eligible Costs				Non-participating Costs

		Environmental Studies and Permits(PA&ED):												$   70,000						$70,000				$0

		Plans, Specifications and Estimates (PS&E):												$   279,000						$279,000				$0				"PE" costs / "CON" costs

		Total PE:												$   349,000						$349,000				$0				19%		25% Max



		Right of Way (RW)

		Right of Way Engineering:												$   -						$0				$0

		Acquisitions and Utilities:												$   -						$0				$0

		Total RW:												$   -						$0				$0



		Construction Engineering (CE)																										"CE" costs / "CON" costs

		Construction Engineering (CE):												$   118,876						$118,876				$0				6%		15% Max 



		Total Project Delivery:												$467,876						$467,876				$0



		Total Construction Costs:												$2,004,536						$586,752				$0

																				ATP Eligible Costs				Non-participating Costs

		Total Project Cost:												$2,353,536						$2,353,536				$0



		Documentation of Ineligible (Non-Participating) Costs:

		The Engineer's logic and/or calculations for splitting costs between ATP-Eligible and Non-participating costs must be documented in this section of the Estimate form.  
Separate logic is required for each construction item listed above which is partly ineligible for ATP funding or is required for the construction of an ineligible item/element of the project.

		Item Number(s):				Description of Engineer's Logic:       (See examples shown in the Instructions)









&D	&P of &N




DRAFT ATP Unit Cost Guide

		ATP Construction Item Unit Cost Guide      (For items common to ATP projects)



		Index #		Description 		Typical Units		Notes



		General Overhead and Contingency Related Construction Items

				Mobilization, RE office, Traffic Control, Water Quality, Clearing and Grubbing, temporary items, etc.		LS		Engineering Estimates at the "PSR-Equivalent" phase may or may not include these items.   The extent that these items are included in the estimate should be inversely proportional to the size of the "Construction Contingency" used.

				Mobilization 		LS		Dependent on project size & location

				Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan		LS		$5,00 to $10,000

				Erosion Control		LS		1.50%

				       Hydroseed		SF		Average $1

				       Fiber Rolls		LF		Average $5

				Traffic Control  		LS

				Clearing and Grubbing		LS



		Removal, Excavation, and Import Related Construction Items

				Roadway Excavation		CY		$12 to $35

				Embankment / Fill  / Import Material		CY		Average $25



				Remove Fence, Culvert, Inlet, Curb, etc.		Varies		Engineering Estimates at the "PSR-Equivalent" phase may or may not include these items.   The extent that these items are included in the estimate should be inversely proportional to the size of the "Construction Contingency" used.

				Remove Concrete (Miscellaneous)		CY		Sidewalk, Pavement & Curb/Gutter Average $75

				Sawcut existing AC		LF

				Sawcut and Remove existing AC and AB		SF

				Remove Existing Pavement		SF

				Remove Existing Sidewalk		SF

				Cold Plane AC (2" thickness)		SY		$1.75 to $3.50

				Remove Tree		EA

				Remove Power Pole		EA

				Utility Relocation		LS

		Roadway Paving Items

				Roadway Excavation		CY		$12 to $38

				Class 2 Aggregate Base		CY		$30 to $70

				Hot Mix Asphalt		TON		1 ton covers approx. 12' x 6.5' at 2" final thickness $40 to $125

				Place HMA Dike		LF		average $1.75



				Adjust Frame and Cover to Grade		EA		average $650



				Slurry Seal

				AC Dike



		Sidewalks, Concrete, Plazas, etc

				Concrete curbing		LF		6" x 6" average $3.50

				Curb & Gutter

				 		 

				Concrete Sidewalk 		SF		average $15

				Concrete Driveway

				Minor Concrete (Textured Paving)		SF		average $5

				Prepare and Stain concrete		SF		average $2.75



				Concrete Pavers / Bricks		SF

				Curb Ramp		EA		$3000 to $5,500

				Bollards		EA		$100 to $750



		Crosswalk and Roadway-Crossing Items

				Thermoplastic  Crosswalk		LF

				Bulb-outs (No Drainage)		EA

				Bulb-outs (Include Drainage)		EA

				Bulb-outs (Surface Mounted)		EA





		Striping and Pavement Marking Items

				4" Thermoplastic Traffic Stripe		LF		$0.65 to $0.75

				6" Thermoplastic Traffic Stripe		LF		average $1.00

				8" Thermoplastic Traffic Stripe		LF		average $1.00

				Thermoplastic Pavement Marking/Legend		SF		average $5.5





		Signs, Flashing Beacons, Ped Signals, Signal Upgrades

				Sign- 1 post		EA		$250 to $300

				Sign- 2 post		EA		average $550

				Radar Speed Feedback Sign		EA

				Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacon (Ped Actuated)		EA		average $5000











		Lighting

				Pedestrian Lights  (Poles only)		EA

				Pedestrian Lights (including: conduit, boxes, etc.)		EA

				Street Lights   (Poles only)		EA

				Street Lights (including: conduit, boxes, etc.)		EA

				Conduit and Boxes		LF or LS		Option stand-alone item (can be part of lighting)







		Landscaping Items

				Transplant Tree		EA		No Palm Trees allowed. Average $400

				Tree Well		EA		average $600

				Remove Tree 		EA		Small trees are accounted for in clearing and grubbing (5" diameter or smaller) $700 to $800

				Tree Grate		EA		average $350

				Fall Tree		EA		average $1,000

				 











		Other Miscellaneous Items

				Minor Concrete (Minor Structure)		CY		average $1200

				6' Retaining Wall		CY		6' tall L shape wall 0.60 cy/lf.  Average $800

				4' Retaining Wall		CY		4' tall L shape wall 0.45 cy/lf.  Average $700



				Ped/Bike Bridge		EA





				Roadway Drainage		LS

				Chain Link Fence

				Iron / Decorative Fence
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Lola Torney <lolatorney@altaplanning.com>


Fwd: FW: ATP Sunnyvale Application #1  Sunnyvale Safe Routes to School
Improvements 
1 message


Carol Shariat <cshariat@sunnyvale.ca.gov> Thu, Jun 9, 2016 at 11:45 AM
To: Lola Torney <lolatorney@altaplanning.com>


Please see email below.


Carol Shariat, TE
Principal Transportation Engineer
City of Sunnyvale
Department of Public Works
Transportation and Traffic Division
408.730.2713
CShariat@sunnyvale.ca.gov


 Forwarded message 
From: ATP@CCC <ATP@ccc.ca.gov> 
Date: Wed, Jun 8, 2016 at 4:10 PM 
Subject: FW: ATP Sunnyvale Application #1  Sunnyvale Safe Routes to School Improvements 
To: "cshariat@sunnyvale.ca.gov" <cshariat@sunnyvale.ca.gov> 


Hi Carol,


 


The CCC is not able to assist with this project. Please include a copy of this email with your applicaꬅon.


 


Thank you,


 


Melanie Wallace


Chief Deputy Analyst


California Conservaꬅon Corps


1719 24th Street


Sacramento, CA 95816


O (916)3413153


M (916)5081167


F (877)3155085


melanie.wallace@ccc.ca.gov


 



tel:408.730.2713

mailto:CShariat@sunnyvale.ca.gov

mailto:ATP@ccc.ca.gov

mailto:cshariat@sunnyvale.ca.gov

mailto:cshariat@sunnyvale.ca.gov

tel:%28916%29341-3153

tel:%28916%29508-1167

tel:%28877%29315-5085

mailto:melanie.wallace@ccc.ca.gov





Every Californian should conserve water. Find out how at:


SaveOurWater.com ∙ Drought.CA.gov


 


 


From: Carol Shariat [mailto:cshariat@sunnyvale.ca.gov]  
Sent: Wednesday, June 08, 2016 11:30 AM 
To: ATP@CCC <ATP@CCC.CA.GOV> 
Cc: Shahid Abbas <sabbas@sunnyvale.ca.gov> 
Subject: ATP Sunnyvale Applicaꬅon #1 ‐ Sunnyvale Safe Routes to School Improvements


 


Dear California Conservation Corps,


 


The City of Sunnyvale is implementing its Bicycle Master Plan with the goal to take Sunnyvale streets to the next
level of safety, access, and ease for users of different levels of skills and abilities. Several intersections and roadways
within the SNAIL neighborhood of Sunnyvale (surrounded by US 101, Mathilda Avenue, Maude Avenue, and Fair Oaks
Avenue) have been identified as major opportunity corridors to transform the intersections and streetscape into multimodal
corridors that connect to major arterial streets and activity centers.


 


The City of Sunnyvale is seeking the partnership and support of the California Conservation Corps in this Active
Transportation Project (ATP), hereafter referred to as the Sunnyvale Safe Routes to School Improvements project.  We
hope that our partnership can increase the public benefit of this public work. Additional details regarding the project are as
follows:


 


Project Title: Sunnyvale Safe Routes to School Improvements


Project Description: 


 


The "Sunnyvale Safe Routes to School Improvements" project involves bicycle and pedestrian intersection
improvements to Maude/Mathilda, Maude/Borregas, and Maude/Sunnyvale Ave. It would also fund the installation of
bike lanes on Sunnyvale Ave from Maude to Evelyn. We would hope to include "noninfrastructure" programming for a
Walk & Roll map and Walking School Bus at Bishop Elementary.


 


Map:  Attached/Enclosed


Schedule: Attached/Enclosed


Detailed Estimate: Attached/Enclosed


Preliminary Plan: Attached/Enclosed


 


We welcome your thoughts and feedback on the project. We look forward to future correspondence and cooperation.  If
you should have any questions, please feel free to contact me at 4087302713.



http://saveourwater.com/

http://saveourwater.com/

http://drought.ca.gov/

mailto:cshariat@sunnyvale.ca.gov

mailto:ATP@CCC.CA.GOV

mailto:sabbas@sunnyvale.ca.gov

tel:408-730-2713





 


Sincerely,


 


Carol Shariat, TE


Principal Transportation Engineer


City of Sunnyvale


Department of Public Works


Transportation and Traffic Division


408.730.2713


CShariat@sunnyvale.ca.gov


 



tel:408.730.2713

mailto:CShariat@sunnyvale.ca.gov
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Tract: 06085508800
MTC Community of Concern
Population: 4,224


Minority population: 76%
Low-Income Population: 34%
Population With a Disability: 4%
Population 75 and Over: 1%
Overburdened Renters: 16%
LEP population: 12%
Single Parent Households: 15%
Zero Vehicle Households: 7%


Tract: 06085509000
MTC Community of Concern
Population: 8,386


Minority population: 75%
Low-Income Population: 36%
Population With a Disability: 5%
Population 75 and Over: 2%
Overburdened Renters: 14%
LEP population: 17%
Single Parent Households: 29%
Zero Vehicle Households: 3%


Projects are partially 
within two census 
tracts designated by 
the Bay Area 
Metropolitan 
Transportation 
Commission as 
Communities of 
Concern (COC).








Murphy
Park


N
B


ay
vi


ew
A


ve


O
ak


 C
t


Banning Ave


Montara Ave


Sa
nt


a 
Fe


 T
er


A
ri


es
 W


ay


Hermosa Ct


Arques Ave


Capella Way


Lewis Ave


A
m


er
ic


a 
A


ve


La
st


re
to


 A
ve


Sc
hr


o
ed


er
 S


t
Ja


ck
so


n 
A


ve


Sa
n 


G
ab


ri
el


 D
r


Ja
ck


so
n 


St


Dwight Ave


Sa
n


D
ie


g
o


A
ve


Beechnut Ave


Balsam Ave


Coolidge Ave


M
an


za
ni


ta
 A


ve


 Ferndale Ave


Cypress Ave


M
ap


le
 A


ve


Muender Ave


G
re


sh
am


 A
ve


Lincoln Ave


W
o


rl
ey


 A
ve


K
ir


k 
A


ve


Hazelton Ave


W
ai


te
 A


ve


Cedar Ave


W
o


lfe
R


d


Hermosa Ave


Acacia Ave


To
w


n
C


en
te


r
Ln


Birch Ave


F
ra


nc
es


 S
t


Columbia Ave


B
ar


tl
et


t 
A


ve


Lori Ave


Shirley Ave


S
un


ny
va


le
A


ve


Beemer Ave


Eaglewood Ave


M
ar


y
A


ve


O
rc


ha
rd


 A
ve


Del Rey Ave


Duane Ave


Kifer Rd


N
 M


ur
p


hy
 A


ve


St
ow


el
l A


ve


Washington Ave


B
o


rr
eg


as
 A


ve
Mc Kinley Ave


N
 S


un
ny


va
le


 A
ve


Arbor Ave


P
o


tr
er


o
 A


ve


M
o


rs
e 


A
ve


W
av


er
ly


 S
t


S
P


as
to


ri
a


A
ve


Fa
ir


O
ak


s
A


ve


 P
as


to
ri


a 
A


ve


Hendy Ave


Washington Ave


Duane Ave
Maude Ave


Taylor Ave


 Evelyn Ave


 California Ave


M
at


hi
ld


a 
A


ve


Central Expy


Altair Way


P as
it


o
Te


r


P
in


e 
A


ve


So
b


ra
nt


e 
W


ay


Elm Ct


Su
nn


yv
al


e 
A


ve


Case ID:
5901719


Case ID:
5601450


Case ID:
7178985


Case ID:
7185291


Case ID:
7185330


Case ID:
7185346


Case ID:
7197550


Case ID:
7207150


Case ID:
7208020


Bishop
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There were 9 
pedestrian and 
bicycle collisions 
related to the 
project areas 
between 2011-2015. 
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June 6, 2016 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
Bishop Elementary School was pleased to learn about the City of Sunnyvale’s funding 
application to provide a safer walking and bicycling route for the students at Bishop Elementary 
School and residents of the Snail neighborhood.  I am in full support of the application to obtain 
funding to implement these active transportation improvements. 
 
We feel this project is important because it supports a network of bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities that our community desperately needs. The intersection of Mathilda Avenue in 
particular can be challenging, and our most vulnerable often avoid that intersection at all cost.  
By improving the intersection to slow down vehicles and reduce the crossing distance for 
pedestrians, all roadway users will benefit.  In addition, adding bike lanes to Sunnyvale Avenue, 
which provides a direct connection from Bishop Elementary and the Snail neighborhood to 
Downtown Sunnyvale, is invaluable. 
 
One of the main obstacles preventing more Sunnyvale residents and visitors from walking and 
bicycling is the lack of adequate infrastructure in the community, including the absence of 
comfortable crossings at arterial roadways and a lack of dedicated on-street bicycle facilities.  
We believe the improvements outlined in this proposal will address these and other challenges, 
and will lead to an increase in active transportation in the community. 
 
We look forward to the positive impact this project will have in the Sunnyvale community and 
welcome the opportunity to show our support for this funding application.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Benjamin H. Picard 
Superintendent of Schools 
On behalf of Suzanne Cicala, Principal 
Bishop Elementary School 
450 N. Sunnyvale Avenue 
Sunnyvale, CA 94085 
408-522-8229 
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ADA Notice
For individuals with sensory disabilities, this document is available in alternate formats.  For alternate format information, contact the Active Transportation Program at  (916) 653-4335, TTY 711, or write to Caltrans-Local Assistance, 1120 N Street, MS-1, Sacramento, CA 95814.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA • DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
ATP CYCLE 3 APPLICATION FORM
DLA-001 (NEW 4/2016)
v1.2
State of California Department of TransportationForm Title: ATP CYCLE 3 APPLICATION FORMForm Number: DLA-001 (Designed April 2016) Version 1.2
ATP FUNDED COMPONENTS
Infrastructure
PA&ED
PS&E
R/W
CON
Non-Infrastructure
Plan
PROJECT FUNDING INFORMATION (1,000s)
Total 
Project $
Total
ATP $
Total
Non-ATP $
Past 
ATP $
Leveraging $
Matching $
Non-Participating $
Future 
Local $
ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM
APPLICATION INDEX PAGE
Application Part 1: Applicant Information         
Click on title to go directly to this section in the application.
Application Part 2: General Project Information         
Click on title to go directly to this section in the application.
Application Part 3: Project Type         
Click on title to go directly to this section in the application.
Application Part 4: Project Details         
Click on title to go directly to this section in the application.
Application Part 5: Project Schedule         
Click on title to go directly to this section in the application.
Application Part 6: Project Funding         
Click on title to go directly to this section in the application.
PPR         
Click on title to go directly to this section in the application.
Application Part 7: Application Questions         
Click on title to go directly to this section in the application.
Screening Criteria         
Click on title to go directly to this section in the application.
Question Number 1         
Click on title to go directly to this section in the application.
Question Number 2         
Click on title to go directly to this section in the application.
Question Number 3         
Click on title to go directly to this section in the application.
Question Number 4         
Click on title to go directly to this section in the application.
Question Number 5         
Click on title to go directly to this section in the application.
Question Number 6         
Click on title to go directly to this section in the application.
Question Number 7         
Click on title to go directly to this section in the application.
Question Number 8         
Click on title to go directly to this section in the application.
Question Number 9         
Click on title to go directly to this section in the application.
Application Part 8: Attachments         
Click on title to go directly to this section in the application.
Application Part 1: Applicant Information
Implementing Agency:   This agency must enter into a Master Agreement with Caltrans and will be financially and contractually responsible for the delivery of the project within all pertinent Federal and State funding requirements, including being responsible and accountable for the use and expenditure of program funds.  This agency is responsible for the accuracy of the technical information provided in the application and is required to sign the application.   
MASTER AGREEMENTS (MAs):
Does the Implementing Agency currently have a MA with Caltrans?
Implementing Agency's Federal Caltrans MA number
Implementing Agency's Federal Caltrans Master Agreement number
Implementing Agency's State Caltrans MA number
*         Implementing Agencies that do not currently have a MA with Caltrans, must be able to meet the requirements and enter into an MA with Caltrans prior to funds allocation.  The MA approval process can take 6 to 12 months to complete and there is no guarantee the agency will meet the requirements necessary for the State to enter into a MA with the agency.    Delays could also result in a failure to meeting the CTC Allocation timeline requirements and the loss of ATP funding.
Project Partnering Agency:   
The “Project Partnering Agency” is defined as an agency, other than Implementing Agency, that will assume the responsibility for the ongoing operations and maintenance of the improved facility.   The Implementing Agency must: 1) ensure the Partnering Agency agrees to assume responsibility for the ongoing operations and maintenance of the improved facility, 2) provide documentation of the agreement (e.g., letter of intent) as part of the project application, and 3) ensure a copy of the Memorandum of Understanding or Interagency Agreement between the parties is submitted with the first request for allocation. For these projects, the Project Partnering Agency's information shall be provided below.
Based on the definition above, does this project have a partnering agency?
Application Part 2: General Project Information
Project Coordinates: (latitude/longitude in decimal format)
N
W
Congressional District(s):
State Senate District(s):
State Assembly District(s):
Past Projects: Within the last 10 years, has there been any previous State or Federal ATP, SRTS, SR2S, BTA or other ped/bike funding awards for a project(s) that are adjacent to or overlap the limits of project scope of this application?
Project Number
Past Project 
Funding 
Funded 
Amount $
Project 
Type
Type of overlap/connection 
with past projects 
(select only one which matches the best)
Application Part 3: Project Type
Development of a Plan in a Disadvantaged Community: (Check all Plan types that apply)  
Indicate any of the following plans that your agency currently has:  (Check all that apply) 
PROJECT SUB-TYPE  (check all Project Sub-Types that apply):
For a project to qualify for Safe Routes to School designation, the project must directly increase safety and convenience for public school students to walk and/or bike to school. Safe Routes to Schools infrastructure projects must be located within two miles of a public school or within the vicinity of a public school bus stop and the students must be the intended beneficiaries of the project. Other than traffic education and enforcement activities, non-infrastructure projects do not have a location restriction. 
 
Projects with Safe Routes to School elements must fill out "School and Student Details" later in this application.
As a condition of receiving funding, projects with Safe Routes to School Elements must commit to completing additional before and after student surveys as defined in the Caltrans Active Transportation Guidelines (LAPG Chapter 22).
For each school benefited by the project: 1) Fill in the school and student information; and 2) Include the required attachment information.
Project improvements maximum distance from school 
mile
**Refer to the California Department of Education website:  http://www.cde.ca.gov/ds/sh/cw/filesafdc.asp
Trails Projects constructing multi-purpose trails are generally eligible in the Active Transportation Program.  If the applicant believes all or part of their project meets the federal requirements of the Recreational Trails Program they are encouraged to seek a determination from the California Department of Parks and Recreation on the eligibility of their project to complete for this funding.   This is optional but recommended because some trails projects may compete better under this funding program.
 
For all trails projects: 
Do you feel a portion of your project is eligible for federal Recreational Trail funding?   
Applicants intending to pursue “Recreational Trails Program funding” must submit the required information to the California Department of Parks and Recreation prior to the ATP application submissions deadline.  (See the Application Instructions for details) 
 
*Recreational Trail funding can only fund work outside of the roadway Right-of-way.
Application Part 4: Project Details
INFRASTRUCTURE TYPE (Only Intended for Infrastructure Projects)
Note:         When quantifying the amount of Active Transportation improvements proposed by the project, do not double-count the improvements that benefit both Bicyclists and Pedestrians (i.e. new RRFB/Signal should only show as a Pedestrian or Bicycle Improvement).
(As opposed to cost going towards "improving" existing bicycle infrastructure: i.e. Class 2 to Class 4)
New Bike Lanes/Routes:
Linear Feet
Linear Feet
Linear Feet
Linear Feet
Signalized Intersections:
Number
Number
Un-Signalized Intersections:
Number
Number
Mid-Block Crossing:
Number
Number
Lighting:
Number
Linear Feet
Bike Share Program:
Number
Number
Bike Racks/Lockers:
Number
Number
Other Bicycle Improvements:
(As opposed to cost going towards "improving" existing pedestrian infrastructure.)
Sidewalks:
Linear Feet
Linear Feet
Linear Feet
Linear Feet
Linear Feet
ADA Ramp Improvements:
Number
Number
Signalized Intersections:
Number
Number
Number
Number
Number
Un-Signalized Intersections:
Number
Number
Number
Number
Number
Mid-Block Crossing:
Number
Number
Lighting:
Number
Linear Feet
Pedestrian Amenities:
Number
Number
Number
Other Ped Improvements:
Class 1 Trails:
Linear Feet
Linear Feet
Linear Feet
Non-Class 1 Trails:
Linear Feet
Linear Feet
Other Trail Improvements:
Road Diets:
Linear Feet
Number
Speed Feedback Signs:
Number
Signalized Intersections:
Number
Number
Un-Signalized Intersections:
Number
Number
Other Traffic-Calming
Improvements:
Right of Way (R/W) Impacts (Check all that apply)
The federal R/W process involving private property acquisitions and/or private utility relocations can often take 18 to 24 months.  The project schedule in the application for R/W needs to reflect the necessary time to complete the federal R/W process.
*See the application instructions for more details on the required coordination and documentation from these agencies.
Application Part 5: Project Schedule
NOTES:         1) Per CTC Guidelines, all project applications must be submitted with the expectation of receiving federal funding and therefore the schedule below must account for the extra time needed for federal project delivery requirements and approvals, including a NEPA environmental clearance and for each CTC allocation there must also be a Notice to Proceed with Federally Reimbursable work.
         2) Prior to estimating the durations of the project delivery tasks (below), applicants are highly encouraged to review the appropriate chapters of the Local Assistance Procedures Manual and work closely with District Local Assistance Staff.
         3) The proposed CTC allocation dates must be between July 1, 2019 and June 30, 2021 to be consistent with the available ATP funds for Cycle 3.
This page cannot be completed until a project type has been selected in Part 3.
INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECTS:
PA&ED Project Delivery Phase:
Will ATP funds be used in this phase of the project?
months         (See note #2, above)
PS&E Project Delivery Phase:
Will ATP funds be used in this phase of the project?
months
Right of Way Project Delivery Phase:
Will ATP funds be used in this phase of the project?
months
* PS&E and Right of Way phases can be allocated at the same CTC meeting.
Construction Project Delivery Phase:
Will ATP funds be used in this phase of the project?
months
NON-INFRASTRUCTURE (NI) AND "PLAN" PROJECTS: (This includes combined "I" and "NI" projects)
Will ATP funds be used in this phase of the project?
months	
Proposed Dates for "Before" and "After" Counts (As required by the CTC and Caltrans guidelines):
Application Part 6: Project Funding
(1,000s)
The Project Funding table cannot be completed until a project type has been selected in Part 3.
Project
Phase
Total
Project
Costs
Total 
ATP
Funding
ATP
Allocation 
Year *
Total
Non-ATP
Funding **
Non-
Participating
Funding
"Prior"
ATP
Funding
Leveraging
Funding
Matching
Funding ***
(for federal $)
Future Local Identified Funding 
PA&ED
PS&E
R/W
CON
NI-CON
TOTAL
*          The CTC Allocation-Year is calculated based on the information entered into the "Project Schedule" section.
 
**  Applicants must ensure that the “Total Non-ATP Funding” values show in this table match the overall Non-ATP Funding values they enter into Page 2 of the PPR (later in this form)
         
***         For programming purposes, applicants, are asked to identify the portion of the Leveraging Funding that meets the requirements to be used as match for new Federal ATP funding.
ATP FUNDING TYPE REQUESTED:
Per the CTC Guidelines, all ATP projects must be eligible to receive federal funding. Most ATP projects will receive federal funding; however, it is the intent of the Commission to consolidate the allocation of federal funds to as few projects as practicable. Therefore, the smallest projects may be granted State Funding from the State Highway Account (SHA) for all or part of the project.  Agencies with projects under $1M, especially ones being implemented by agencies who are not familiar with the federal funding process, are encouraged to request State funding.
Do you believe your project warrants receiving state-only funding?
ATP PROJECT PROGRAMMING REQUEST (PPR):
Using the Project Schedule, Project Funding, and General Project information provided, this electronic form has automatically prepared the following PPR pages. Applicants must review the information in the PPR to confirm it matches their expectations.
Exhibit 22-G Project Programming Request (PPR)
Project Information:
Project Title:
District
County
Route
EA
Project ID
PPNO
Funding Information:
DO NOT FILL IN ANY SHADED AREAS
Proposed Total Project Cost ($1,000s)  
Component	
Prior
16/17
17/18
18/19
19/20
20/21
21/22+
Total
E&P (PA&ED)
PS&E
R/W
CON
TOTAL
PPR Funding Information Table
ATP Funds
Infrastructure Cycle 3
Proposed Funding Allocation ($1,000s)  
Component	
Prior
16/17
17/18
18/19
19/20
20/21
21/22+
Total
E&P (PA&ED)
PS&E
R/W
CON
TOTAL
ATP Funds
Non-Infrastructure Cycle 3
Proposed Funding Allocation ($1,000s)  
Component	
Prior
16/17
17/18
18/19
19/20
20/21
21/22+
Total
E&P (PA&ED)
PS&E
R/W
CON
TOTAL
ATP Funds
Plan Cycle 3
Proposed Funding Allocation ($1,000s)  
Component	
Prior
16/17
17/18
18/19
19/20
20/21
21/22+
Total
E&P (PA&ED)
PS&E
R/W
CON
TOTAL
ATP Funds
Previous Cycle
Proposed Funding Allocation ($1,000s)  
Component	
Prior
16/17
17/18
18/19
19/20
20/21
21/22+
Total
E&P (PA&ED)
PS&E
R/W
CON
TOTAL
Exhibit 22-G Project Programming Request (PPR)
Project Information:
Project Title:
District
County
Route
EA
Project ID
PPNO
Summary of Non-ATP Funding
The Non-ATP funding shown on this page must match the values in the Project Funding table.
Fund No. 2:
Proposed Funding Allocation ($1,000s)  
Component	
Prior
16/17
17/18
18/19
19/20
20/21
21/22+
Total
E&P (PA&ED)
PS&E
R/W
CON
TOTAL
Fund No. 3:
Proposed Funding Allocation ($1,000s)  
Component	
Prior
16/17
17/18
18/19
19/20
20/21
21/22+
Total
E&P (PA&ED)
PS&E
R/W
CON
TOTAL
Fund No. 4:
Proposed Funding Allocation ($1,000s)  
Component	
Prior
16/17
17/18
18/19
19/20
20/21
21/22+
Total
E&P (PA&ED)
PS&E
R/W
CON
TOTAL
Fund No. 5:
Proposed Funding Allocation ($1,000s)  
Component	
Prior
16/17
17/18
18/19
19/20
20/21
21/22+
Total
E&P (PA&ED)
PS&E
R/W
CON
TOTAL
Fund No. 6:
Proposed Funding Allocation ($1,000s)  
Component	
Prior
16/17
17/18
18/19
19/20
20/21
21/22+
Total
E&P (PA&ED)
PS&E
R/W
CON
TOTAL
Fund No. 7:
Proposed Funding Allocation ($1,000s)  
Component	
Prior
16/17
17/18
18/19
19/20
20/21
21/22+
Total
E&P (PA&ED)
PS&E
R/W
CON
TOTAL
Application Part 7: Application Questions
Screening Criteria
The following Screening Criteria are requirements for applications to be considered for ATP funding.  Failure to demonstrate a project meets these criteria will result is the disqualification of the application. 
1.         Demonstrated fiscal needs of the applicant:
-         Is all or part of the project currently (or has it ever been) formally programmed in an RTPA, MPO and/or Caltrans funding program? 
If "Yes", explain why the project is not considered "fully funded".  (Max of 200 Words)
-         Are any elements of the proposed project directly or indirectly related to the intended improvements of a past or future development or capital improvement project? 
If “Yes”, explain why the other project cannot fund the proposed project.  (Max of 200 Words)
-         Are adjacent properties undeveloped or under-developed where standard “conditions of development” could be placed on future adjacent redevelopment to construct the proposed project improvements?
If “Yes”, explain why the development cannot fund the proposed project.  (Max of 200 Words)
2.         Consistency with an adopted regional transportation plan:
-         Is the project consistent with the relevant adopted regional transportation plan that has been developed and updated pursuant to Government Code Section 65080?
Note:  Projects not providing proof will be disqualified and not be evaluated.
If “No”, document why the project should still be considered as being “consistent with the Regional Plan”.  (Max of 200 Words)
Note:  Projects not providing proof will be disqualified and not be evaluated.
Part B: Narrative Questions
Detailed Instructions for Question #1
QUESTION #1
DISADVANTAGED COMMUNITIES (0-10 POINTS)
A.         Map of Project Boundaries, Access and Destination  (0 points): Required
B.         Identification of Disadvantaged Community:  (0 points)
Select one of the following 4 options.  Must provide information for all Census Tract/Block Group/Place # that the project affects.
         ●  Median Household Income
         ●  CalEnviroScreen
         ●  Free or Reduced Priced School Meals - Applications using this measure must demonstrate how the project benefits the school students in the project area.
         ● Other 
The Median Household Income (Table ID B19013) is less than 80% of the statewide median based on the most current Census Tract (ID 140) level data from the 2010-2014 American Community Survey (ACS) (<$49,191). Communities with a population less than 15,000 may use data at the Census Block Group (ID 150) level. Unincorporated communities may use data at the Census Place (ID 160) level. Data is available at: http://factfinder.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml 
Census Tract/Block Group/Place #
Population 
MHI  
Median Household Income Table
Lowest median household income from above (autofill): $
(to be used for qualifying as benefiting a DAC only)
Median household income by census tract for the community(ies) benefited by the project: $
(to be used for severity calculation only)
Since the median household income is greater than $49,120, this program does not qualify for this option. 
An area identified as among the most disadvantaged 25% in the state according to the CalEPA and based on the California Communities Environmental Health Screening Tool 2.0 (CalEnviroScreen 2.0) scores (score must be greater than or equal to 36.62). This list can be found at the following link under SB 535 List of Disadvantaged Communities:
http://www.calepa.ca.gov/EnvJustice/GHGInvest/
Census Tract/Block Group/Place #
Population 
CalEnviroScreen Score
Cal Enviro Screen Table
Highest California Communities Environmental Health Screening Tool 2.0 (CalEnviroScreen) score from above (autofill):
(to be used for qualifying as benefiting a DAC only)
California Communities Environmental Health Screening Tool 2.0 (CalEnviroScreen) score for the community benefited by the project:
(to be used for severity calculation only)
Since the CalEnviroScreen score is less than 36.62, this program does not qualify for this option. 
At least 75% of public school students in the project area are eligible to receive free or reduced-price meals under the National School Lunch Program. Data is available at: http://www.cde.ca.gov/ds/sd/sd/filessp.asp (auto filled from Part A).
Applicants using this measure must demonstrate how the project benefits the school students in the project area.  Project must be located within two miles of the school(s) represented by this criteria. 
School Name
School Enrollment
% of Students Eligible for FRPM
Data for this table is automatically populated with the school data entered on Application Part 3.
Highest percentage of students eligible from above (autofill):
(to be used for qualifying as benefiting a DAC only) 
Percentage of students eligible for the Free or Reduced Price Meals Programs:
(to be used for severity calculation only)
Since the percentage of students eligible for the Free or Reduced Price Meals program is less than 75%, this program does not qualify for this option. 
Other
Creation of new routes?
●  If a project applicant believes a project benefits a disadvantaged community but the project does not meet the aforementioned criteria due to a lack of accurate Census data or CalEnviroScreen data that represents a small neighborhood or unincorporated area, the applicant must submit for consideration a quantitative assessment to demonstrate that the community’s median household income is at or below 80% of that state median household income. (Max of 200 Words)
●  Regional definitions of disadvantaged communities as adopted in a Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) by an MPO or RTPA per obligations with Title VI of the Federal Civil Rights Act of 1964, such as “environmental justice communities” or “communities of concern,” may be used in lieu of the options identified above. Applicant must provide section of the RTP referenced. (Max of 200 Words)
C.         Direct Benefit:  (0 - 4 points)
1.         Explain how the project/program/plan closes a gap, provides connections to, or addresses a deficiency in an active transportation network or meets an important community need. (Max of 50 Words)
2.         Explain how the disadvantaged community residents will have physical access to the project/program/plan. 
         (Max of 50 Words)         
3.         Illustrate how the project was requested or supported by the disadvantaged community residents. 
         (Max of 50 Words)
D.         Project Location:  (0 - 2 points)
E.         Severity:  (0 - 4 points)
a.         Auto calculated
Part B: Narrative Questions
Question #2
QUESTION #2
POTENTIAL FOR INCREASED WALKING AND BICYCLING, ESPECIALLY AMONG STUDENTS, INCLUDING THE IDENTIFICATION OF WALKING AND BICYCLING ROUTES TO AND FROM SCHOOLS, TRANSIT FACILITIES, COMMUNITY CENTERS, EMPLOYMENT CENTERS, AND OTHER DESTINATIONS; AND INCLUDING INCREASING AND IMPROVING  CONNECTIVITY AND MOBILITY OF NON-MOTORIZED USERS. (0-35 POINTS)
Please provide the following information: (This must be completed to be considered for funding for infrastructure projects)
# of Users
Pedestrian
Bicycle
Date of Counts
Mark here if N/A to project
Current
Projected
(1 year after completion)
Safe Routes to School projects and programs:  The following information related to the Safe Routes to School Projects data was already entered in part 3 of the application.
School
Total Student Enrollment
Approx. # of Students Living Along School Route Proposed	
# of Students Currently Walking/Biking to School
Projected # of Students that will 
walk/bike after project
Net projected Change in Students 
walking/biking
Total
Data in this table will be automatically populated with the school data entered in Application Part 3.
Document the methodologies used to establish the current count data. (Max of 200 Words)
A.         Describe the specific active transportation need that the proposed project/plan/program will address. (0-15 points) 
         (Max of 500 Words)
B.         Describe how the proposed project/plan/program will address the active transportation need: (0-20 points)
1.         Close a gap?
Close a gap?
Gap closure = Construction of a missing segment of an existing facility in order to make that facility continuous.
a.         Must provide a map of each gap closure identifying gap and connections.
b.         Describe how the project links or connects, or encourages use of existing routes to transportation-related and community identified destinations where an increase in active transportation modes can be realized, including but not limited to: schools, school facilities, transit facilities, community, social service or medical centers, employment centers, high density or affordable housing, regional, State or national trail system, recreational and visitor destinations or other community identified destinations.  Specific destination must be identified. (Max of 100 Words)
2.         Creation of new routes?
Creation of new routes?
New route = Construction of a new facility that did not previously exist for non-motorized users that provides a course or way to get from one place to another.
a.         Must provide a map of the new route location.
b.         Describe the existing route(s) that currently connect the affected transportation related and community identified destinations and why the route(s) are not adequate. (Max of 100 Words)
c.         Describe how the project links or connects, or encourages use of existing routes to transportation-related and community identified destinations where an increase in active transportation modes can be realized, including but not limited to: schools, school facilities, transit facilities, community, social service or medical centers, employment centers, high density or affordable housing, regional, State or national trail system, recreational and visitor destinations or other community identified destinations.  Specific destination must be identified. (Max of 100 Words)
3.         Removal of barrier to mobility?
a.         Type of barrier:
b.         Must provide a map identifying the barrier location and improvement.
c.         Describe the existing negative effects of barrier to be removed and how the project addresses the existing barrier. 
         (Max of 100 Words)
d.         Describe how the project links or connects, or encourages use of existing routes to transportation-related and community identified destinations where an increase in active transportation modes can be realized, including but not limited to: schools, school facilities, transit facilities, community, social service or medical centers, employment centers, high density or affordable housing, regional, State or national trail system, recreational and visitor destinations or other community identified destinations.  Specific destination must be identified. (Max of 100 Words)
4.         Other improvements to routes?
Other improvements to routes?
a.         Must provide a map of the new improvement location.
b.         Explain the improvement. (Max of 100 Words)
c.         Describe how the project links or connects, or encourages use of existing routes to transportation-related and community identified destinations where an increase in active transportation modes can be realized, including but not limited to: schools, school facilities, transit facilities, community, social service or medical centers, employment centers, high density or affordable housing, regional, State or national trail system, recreational and visitor destinations or other community identified destinations.  Specific destination must be identified. (Max of 100 Words)
5.         Plan for increasing biking and walking in the community?
Plan for increasing biking and walking in the community?
a.         Describe how the plan will address links or connections, or encourage the use of existing/new routes to transportation-related and community identified destinations where an increase in active transportation modes can be realized, including but not limited to: schools, school facilities, transit facilities, community, social service or medical centers, employment centers, high density or affordable housing, regional, State or national trail system, recreational and visitor destinations or other community identified destinations.  (Max of 100 Words)
b.         Describe how the plan will result in implementable projects and programs in the future.   (Max of 100 Words)
c.         A description of steps necessary to implement the plan and the reporting process that will be used to keep the adopting agency and community informed of the progress being made in implementing the plan. (Max of 100 Words)
6.         Encourages and/or educates with the goal of increasing
         walking or biking in the community?
Encourages and/or educates with the goal of increasing walking or biking in the community?
a.         Describe how the program encourages walking or biking to transportation-related and community identified destinations where an increase in active transportation modes can be realized, including but not limited to: schools, school facilities, transit facilities, community, social service or medical centers, employment centers, high density or affordable housing, regional, State or national trail system, recreational and visitor destinations or other community identified destinations.  (Max of 100 Words)
Part B: Narrative Questions
Detailed Instructions for Question #3
QUESTION #3
POTENTIAL FOR REDUCING THE NUMBER AND/OR RATE OR THE RISK OF PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLIST FATALITIES AND INJURIES, INCLUDING THE IDENTIFICATION OF SAFETY HAZARDS FOR PEDESTRIANS AND BICYCLISTS.  (0-25 POINTS)
A.         Describe the plan/program influence area or project location’s history of collisions resulting in fatalities and injuries to non-motorized users and the source(s) of data used (e.g. collision reports, community observation, surveys, audits).  (10 points max)
1.         The following reported crashes must have all occurred within the project’s influence area within the last 5 years (only crashes that the project has a chance to mitigate):
# of Crashes	
Pedestrian
Bicycle
Total
Fatalities
Injuries
Total
2.         Applicant can provide bicycle and pedestrian (only) crash rates in addition to the information required above. (Max of 200 Words)
3.         Discuss specific accident data. (Max of 200 Words)
4.         Attach a SWITRS or equivalent (i.e. UC Berkeley’s TIMS tool) listing of all bicycle and pedestrian crashes (only) shown in the map above and in this application.
*Applications that do not have the crash data above OR that prefer to provide additional crash data and/or safety data in a different format can provide this data below.  The corresponding methodology used must also be included.   Input Data and methodologies here and/or include them via a separate attachment in the field below. (Max of 200 Words)
B.         Safety Countermeasures (15 points max)
         Describe how the project/program/plan will remedy (one or more) potential safety hazards that contribute to pedestrian and/or bicyclist injuries or fatalities (only); Countermeasures must directly address the underlying factors that are contributing to the occurrence of pedestrian and/or bicyclist collisions.
1.         Reduces speed or volume of motor vehicles in the proximity of non-motorized users?
Reduces speed or volume of motor vehicles in the proximity of non-motorized users?
a.         Current speed and/or volume: (Max of 100 Words)
b.         Anticipated speed and/or volume after project completion : (Max of 100 Words)
2.         Improves sight distance and visibility between motorized and non-motorized users?
Improves sight distance and visibility between motorized and non-motorized users?
a.         Current sight distance and/or visibility issue: (Max of 100 Words)
b.         Anticipated sight distance and/or visibility issue resolution: (Max of 100 Words)
3.         Eliminates potential conflict points between motorized and non-motorized users, including creating physical separation between motorized and non-motorized users?
Eliminates potential conflict points between motorized and non-motorized users, including creating physical separation between motorized and non-motorized users?
a.         Current conflict point description: (Max of 100 Words)
b.         Improvement that addresses conflict point: (Max of 100 Words)
4.         Improves compliance with local traffic laws for both motorized and non-motorized users?
Improves compliance with local traffic laws for both motorized and non-motorized users?
a.         Which Law:
b.         How will the project improve compliance: (Max of 100 Words)
5.         Addresses inadequate vehicular traffic control devices?
Addresses inadequate vehicular traffic control devices?
a.         List traffic controls that are inadequate: (Max of 100 Words)
b.         How are they inadequate? (Max of 100 Words)
c.         How does the project address the inadequacies? (Max of 100 Words)
6.         Addresses inadequate or unsafe bicycle facilities, trails, crosswalks and/or sidewalks?
a.         List bicycle facilities, trails, crosswalks and/or sidewalks that are inadequate:          (Max of 100 Words)
b.         How are they inadequate? (Max of 100 Words)
c.         How does the project address the inadequacies? (Max of 100 Words)
7.         Eliminates or reduces behaviors that lead to collisions involving non-motorized users?
Eliminates or reduces behaviors that lead to collisions involving non-motorized users?
a.         List of behaviors: (Max of 100 Words)
b.         How will the project will eliminate or reduce these behaviors? (Max of 100 Words)
Plans
Describe how the plan will identify and plan to address hazards identified in the plan area, including the potential for mitigating safety hazards as a prioritization criterion, and/or including countermeasures that address safety hazards.  (Max of 200 Words)
Non-Infrastructure
Describe how the program educates bicyclists, pedestrians, and/or drivers about safety hazards for pedestrians and bicyclists. Describe how the program encourages this safe behavior. If available, include documentation of effectiveness of similar programs in encouraging safe behavior.  (Max of 200 Words)
Part B: Narrative Questions
Detailed Instructions for Question #4
QUESTION #4
PUBLIC PARTICIPATION and PLANNING (0-10 POINTS)
 
Describe the community based public participation process that culminated in the project/program proposal or will be utilized as part of the development of a plan.  
A.         What is/was the process of defining future policies, goals, investments and designs to prepare for future needs of users of this project?  How did the applicant analyze the wide range of alternatives and impacts on the transportation system to influence beneficial outcomes? (3 points max) (Max of 200 words)
B.         Who: Describe who was/will be engaged in the identification and development of this project/program/plan (for plans: who will be engaged) and how they were/will be engaged.   Describe and provide documentation of the type, extent, and duration of outreach and engagement conducted to relevant stakeholders. (3 points max) (Max of 200 words)
C.         What:  Describe the feedback received during the stakeholder engagement process and describe how the public participation and planning process has improved the project’s overall effectiveness at meeting the purpose and goals of the ATP. (3 points max) (Max of 200 words)
D.         Describe how stakeholders will continue to be engaged in the implementation of the project/program/plan.  
                  (1 point max) (Max of 200 words)
Part B: Narrative Questions
Detailed Instructions for Question #5
QUESTION #5
IMPROVED PUBLIC HEALTH (0-10 POINTS)
 
•         NOTE: Applicants applying for the disadvantaged community set aside must respond to the below questions with health data specific to the disadvantaged communities. All applicants must cite information specific to project location and targeted users. Failure to do so will result in lost points. 
A.         Describe the health status of the targeted users of the project/program/plan.  Describe how you considered health benefits when developing this project or program (for plans: how will you consider health throughout the plan). (5 points max) (Max of 200 words)
B.         Describe how you expect your project/proposal/plan to promote healthy communities and provide outreach to the targeted users. (5 points max) (Max of 200 words)
Part B: Narrative Questions
Detailed Instructions for Question #6
QUESTION #6
COST EFFECTIVENESS (0-5 POINTS)
A project’s cost effectiveness is considered to be the relative costs of the project in comparison to the project’s benefits as defined by the purpose and goals of the ATP.  This includes the consideration of the safety and mobility benefit in relation to both the total project cost and the funds provided. 
 
Explain why the project is considered to have the highest Benefit to Cost Ratio (B/C) with respect to the ATP purpose and goals of “increased use of active modes of transportation”.  (5 points max.)  (Max of 200 words)
Part B: Narrative Questions
Detailed Instructions for Question #7
QUESTION #7
LEVERAGING OF NON-ATP FUNDS (0-5 POINTS)
A.         The application funding plan will show all federal, state and local funding for the project: (5 points max.)
 
                  Based on the project funding information provided earlier in the application, the following Leveraging and Matching amounts are designated for this project.  Applicants must review and verify these values meet the following criteria:
                   Leveraging Funds
                           Non-ATP funds; either already expended by the applicant or funds to be programmed for use on elements within the requested ATP project.  This non-ATP funding can only be considered "Leveraging" funding if it goes towards ATP eligible costs.
                  Matching Funds
                           The portion of the Leveraging funding that can be used as the local match if Federal ATP funding is programmed.  These must be 
                           non-federal funds not yet expended and provided by the applicant in a specific project phase.
                   If these numbers do not match this criteria and/or the applicant's expectations, the numbers inputted earlier need to be revised.
                   
 
                   Funding in $1,000s
PA&ED Phase Project Delivery Costs:
PS&E Phase Project Delivery Costs:
Right of Way Phase Project Delivery Costs:
Construction Phase Project Delivery Costs:
NON-INFRASTRUCTURE (NI) AND "PLAN" PROJECTS:
OVERALL TOTALS FOR PROJECT/APPLICATION:
Part B: Narrative Questions
Detailed Instructions for Question #8
QUESTION #8
USE OF CALIFORNIA CONSERVATION CORPS (CCC) OR A CERTIFIED COMMUNITY CONSERVATION CORPS (0 or -5 POINTS)
- For project "Plan" types, this section is not required. -
Step 1:         The applicant must submit the following information via email concurrently to both the CCC AND certified community conservation corps at least 5 days prior to application submittal to Caltrans.  The CCC and certified community conservation corps will respond within five (5) business days from receipt of the information. 
 
                  •         Project Title
                  •         Project Description                                 
                  •         Detailed Estimate                              
                  •         Project Schedule
                  •         Project Map                                              
                  •         Preliminary Plan
Click on the following links for the California Conservation Corps and community conservation corps Representative ATP contact information: 
http://calocalcorps.org/active-transportation-program/
http://www.ccc.ca.gov/work/programs/ATP/Pages/ATP%20home.aspx
The applicant must also attach any email correspondence from the CCC and certified community conservation corps or Tribal corps (if applicable) to the application verifying communication/participation.  Failure to attach their email responses will result in a loss of 5 points.
Step 2:         The applicant has coordinated with the CCC AND with the certified community conservation corps, or the Tribal corps and determined the following: (check appropriate box)
Part B: Narrative Questions
Detailed Instructions for Question #9
QUESTION #9
APPLICANT’S PERFORMANCE ON PAST ATP FUNDED PROJECTS (0 - 10 points) 
For Caltrans use only.
 
Part C: Application Attachments
Applicants must ensure all data in this part of the application is fully consistent with the other parts of the application. See the Application Instructions and Guidance document for more information and requirements related to Part C.
List of Application Attachments
The following attachment names and order must be maintained for all applications.  Depending on the Project Type (I, NI or Plans) some attachments will be intentionally left blank.  All non-blank attachments must be identified in hard-copy applications using “tabs” with appropriate letter designations
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